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ABSTRACT 
Adolescent Friendship Pairs: Similarities in Identity Status 
Development, Behaviors, Attitudes, and Intentions 
by 
James F. Akers , Doctor of Philosophy 
Utah State University, 1996 
Major Professor: Randall M. Jones, Ph.D. 
Department: Family and Human Development 
Similarities between adolescent friends have been established for many 
characteristics, including the physical, behavioral, psychological, academic, and social 
domains of development. Past research and theory also support the notion that 
psychological and behavioral characteristics are likely related to ego-identity 
iii 
characteristics. This study was primarily a test of the logical extension of the previous 
statements : Best friends are more similar than nonfriends on identity characteristics. It 
was also hypothesized that best friends are more similar than nonfriends on behaviors, 
attitudes, and intentions expected to be related to identity. 
A sample of 1,159 grade 10-12 students responded to a survey that included a 
measure of identity status levels, based on a modified Objective Measure of Ego Identity 
Status. The self-response survey also contained additional items that assessed 
behaviors, attitudes, and intentions. When comparing 198 pairs of mutually identified 
adolescent best friends and like numbers of pa irs of non mutual best friends and 
randomly paired non friends , several tests of similarity indicated that best friends shared 
distinct similarities in ego identity. Magnitudes of similarity indicators were greater for 
iv 
measures of identity in specific content areas than for the global identity status levels or 
interpersonal and ideological domains . In addition , best friends were more similar than 
nonfriends on many behavio rs , attitudes, and intentions expected to be related to 
identity. 
However, similarities of best friends were not related to the duration of the 
friendship . Weak relationships between identity and academics across grade levels 
suggested a possible reduction of identity similarities in friend pairs over time. No clear 
relationships were found between friends' similarities and friends ' friendship strength . 
Finally , only inconsistent differences between females and males were found in the 
relationships of identity status levels, behaviors, attitudes, and intentions with friendship 
duration, friendship strength, and grade level. 
(163 pages) 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Problem 
Theory and research make it clear that friendship is a powerful and crucial aspect 
of adolescent development (Berndt , 1982; Youniss , 1980; Youniss & Smollar, 1985). 
Youniss (1980) concluded that friendship may be an adolescent's most important 
relationship during his or her transition from child to adult. As might be expected , 
adolescent friends are similar on many characteristics , including physical , behavioral , 
psychological, academic, and social domains of development (Berndt, 1982; Berndt & 
Perry, 1990; Epstein, 1983; Hartup, 1980; Kandel , 1978a). Yet surprisingly, given the 
importance of identity-related issues during adolescence, we know little about how 
friends compare on their ego identity development. With one exception (Akers , 1992), 
there are no empirical studies of simi larities shared by friends in their identity 
development, the pivotal process that marks the fifth stage of Erikson's (1963, 1968) 
psychosocial theory, as delineated by Marcia's (1966) identity status paradigm. 
In an earlier thesis project , similarities in identity characteristics were examined 
(identity statuses and levels; see below) for best friends in a sample of mostly grade 9 
and grade 10 high school students (Akers, 1992). Examination of data from 
questionnaires and in-depth interviews using multiple measures led to a surprising 
conclusion about friends' identity similarities. Contrary to expectations, a variety of 
statistical tests indicated no significant friendship similarities in the ego identity 
characteristics of early adolescent friends (Akers, 1992). 
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Post Hoc Rationale for Null Results 
Post hoc suggestions were made to explain why the adolescent friends in the 
earlier study (Akers, 1992) were not similar in their identity statuses. First , most of 
these early adolescents may have selected their friends without an "identity exploration" 
of possibi lities followed by active selection , processes expected of older adolescents 
more advanced in their identity development (Erikson, 1968). Instead, these early 
adolescents may have operated from identity processes more characteristic for their 
age (viz., identity diffused). Early adolescents, who are often characterized as identity 
diffused , may have tended to make less conscious and purposeful friendship selections. 
Although certain key characteristics of potential friends might need to be in 
concordance, friendship formation in early adolescence may not be a conscious process 
based on strong interpersonal commitments . 
Second, for the early adolescents included in this first study (Akers, 1992) , it is 
likely that many new friendships developed largely due to propinquity rather than an 
active searching/selection process. Kandel (1978a) reported that the greatest similarity 
in friendsh ips was based on grade level , as also reflected in the Akers study. Likewise, 
Epstein (1989, p. 167) concluded that " ... the establishment of patterns of proximity .. " in 
schools is a primary influence on contact between students, a kind of "micro 
propinquity." In addition, the available pool of potential friends might be quite limited 
due to the power that peer pressure can exert, resulting in selective exclusion of many 
individuals (Cairns, Neckerman, & Cairns, 1989). Greater mobility in the later grade 
levels, provided by new freedoms, such as the ability to drive a car, may encourage 
choices of a friend sharing more common identity characteristics than in early 
adolescence (a loosening of propinquity "boundaries"). 
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Finally, consider the effects of the biological revolution occurring within the average 
early adolescent. The typical early adolescent taking those first awkward pubertal 
steps, and in the midst of discovering sexuality, is exerting great effort to keep from 
looking incompetent in front of peers. Identity processes, including purpos eful 
exploration and conscious self-evaluation about commitments to specific friendship 
quali ties , may be postponed for later adolescence (Archer & Waterman, 1983). 
Rationale To Extend Study of Identity and Friendship 
Although friendship similarities were not found in an earlier study (Akers , 1992), 
many theoretical and empirica l studies have implied that with development , identity 
similarities are likely to arise and increase between adolescent friends, particularly if 
there is a maturation of the individuals and of the friendship itself (Douvan, 1983; 
Erikson , 1963, 1968; Piaget, 1965; Youniss , 1980). To detect increased simi larities 
across time, at minimum, a cross-sectional study would be needed to examine multiple 
age categories. 
Thus, because of the limited and younger age range of the sample previously used, 
a need was seen to expand the developmental scope of the earlier study (Akers, 1992), 
as well as to extend Marcia's (1966) identity status paradigm into unexplored 
relationships among behaviors , attitudes, intentions, and identity similarities of mutually 
identified "best" friends. More specifically, the current study focused on adolescents' 
behaviors, attitudes , and intentions as related to academics and substance use, with a 
particular eye to the possible links with best friends' identity similarities. 
Similarities in friends' ego identity status had been suggested by similarities 
established for many other aspects of friendship, includir J sociodemographic, 
emotional, physical , and behavioral characteristics (Kandel, 1978a, 1978b). if there 
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were similarities between friend s on psychological and behavioral characteristics , and if 
psychological and behavioral characteristics are logically related to identity 
characteristics , then it seemed reasonable that adolescent friends would also share 
similar identity characteristics . Finally, if identity development implies increased self-
awareness and commitments , it followed that possible identity similarities would show 
increases with school grade level. 
In summary, though identity similarities were not found among younger friend pairs 
(Akers, 1992), it seemed that a further examination of friends' identities across older 
friend pairs at higher grade levels than those assessed in the earlier study might reveal 
greater similarity. 
Definitions 
Only those concepts defined below for this study will be addressed . These 
concepts are introduced here to provide a brief introductory summary of key terms. 
Terms are defined in congruence with the discussion of previous empirical and 
theoretical research presented in Chapter II (Review of Literature) and 
operationalizations as discussed in Chapter Ill (Methods) . 
E.illllli! 
For this study, a friend is defined as an individual who is especially liked and 
identi fi ed as a best friend and also an individual who reciprocates in kind. Much of the 
literature defines friend by the characteristics described by those who identify each other 
as friends (see Chapter II) . A best friend is one who is trusted, shares intimacy, 
provides help and support, is loyal , and enjoys common activities and interests. Best 
friends have a mutual admiration. Friends are less comfortable with direct competition 
and conflict than nonfriends. To share emotionally and materially is a hallmark of 
friends . 
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Friendship Strength 
Friendship strength describes the characteristics, quality, and depth of a friendship 
as perceived by the individuals in a friend pair. Strength is indicated by the perceived 
presence and intensity of the characteristics given in the definition of a friend 
Friendship Duration 
Friendship duration is the time that a pair of individuals have mutually identified 
themselves as best friends. 
Behavior 
A behavior is a physical, observable action; for this study, individuals' reported 
actions are assessed with respect to high school academics and substance use. 
Intention 
An intention is a goal, plan, or choice, resulting from a combined effect of personal 
attitudes about a behavior, perceived social norms, and perceived volitional control. 
Attitude 
An attitude is an expression of personal opinion, rather than fact; generally, an 
attitude leads to relatively strong affective reactions toward certain situations, and is 
assumed to reflect a degree of consistency in behavior patterns. 
Identity Status Level 
An individual's identity status level is defined as the strength of characteristics for 
each of the identity status classifications, based on Marcia's (1966) definitions for ego 
identity statuses. 
a. Achievement--degree of commitments to, and prior exploration of, alternative 
choices. 
b. Moratorium--degree of present exploration of possible choices but absence of 
commitment to any one. 
c. Foreclosure--degree of commitments, based on little or no exploration of 
alternatives. 
d. Diffusion--relative degree of non engagement in active exploration of choices , 
lack of commitments, and disinterest in exploration and commitment. 
Research Questions 
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The goal of this study was to advance the base of knowledge related to similarities 
in ego identity development and related behaviors, attitudes, and intentions with respect 
to friendship duration, grade level friendship strength, and gender. The specific goals 
were addressed in the following research questions. 
1. Is there greater similarity between the behaviors, attitudes, intentions, and 
identity status levels of mutually identified best friends as compared to randomly paired 
individuals? 
2. Are behaviors, attitudes, intentions, and identity status levels more similar within 
friendships of a longer duration than within friendships of shorter duration? 
3. Are behaviors, attitudes, intentions, and identity status levels of friends more 
similar in higher grade levels than within friendships of lower grade levels? 
4. Are friends who perceive greater friendship strength more similar than friends 
who perceive lesser friendship strength? 
5. Are there gender differences in the degree of similarities of friends' perceived 
friendship strength, behaviors, attitudes, intentions, and identity status levels? 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Established Similarities Within Friendship Pairs 
Friends certainly share much in common. Kandel's (1978a) study of high school 
students showed that friends' similarities were greatest on sociodemographic factors , 
such as grade level , age, gender, religion , and ethnicity, followed by specific behaviors, 
such as use of illicit drugs. Students were least similar on psychological factors , 
atti tudes, and interpersonal relations , including self-esteem, social isolation, and 
relations with parents. 
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Friendship similarities have also been found in other important domains. Epstein 
(1983) documented academic similarities between friends, including school attitudes, 
college plans, and academic achievement. Concerning similarities in adolescent sexual 
behaviors, a relationship was found between female (but not male) friends in 
experiences with sexual intercourse (Billy, Rodgers, & Udry, 1984). These studies 
extended Kandel's (1978a) pioneering work, demonstrating that adolescent friendship 
pairs show similarity across many characteristics. 
These findings alone suggested that similarities within best-friend pairs might 
extend to identity development. However, it was felt it would be useful to survey what is 
known empirically and theoretically about characteristics and qualities within friendships, 
both for adolescent development in general and identity processes in particular. 
Characteristics of Adolescent Friendships 
Interpersonal Qualities of Strong Friendships 
The conceptualization and assessment of friend ship qualities and friendship 
strengths have developed along several qualitative and quantitative avenues. It 
seemed that much of the literature defined friendship by those characteristics that are 
most often offered by those asked to describe friendship or talk about a friend . Open-
ended questions, such as "What's a friend?" (e.g., Berndt, Hawkins, & Hoyle, 1986), 
have provided a richness and comprehensiveness to friendship descriptions (Bukowski 
& Hoza, 1989). On the other hand, questionnaires using a Likert-type scale (i.e., 
"Friends should be loyal to each other") have tended to provide more sensitive and 
statistically useful continuous scales (Bukowski & Hoza, 1989). Observation of friends' 
interactions have provided a third external interpretation to the nature of high quality 
friendships (Hartup, 1989). These self-report and observational studies have been 
analyzed within the context of theoretical constructs such as given by Youniss (1980) in 
his integration of Sullivan 's (1953) and Piaget's (1965) theories 
9 
Interpretations of data collected by qualitative and quantitative methods have Jed to 
differing, yet related conceptualizations of friendship qualities. Coming from a 
sociological perspective, Bell (1981) noted that definitions range from viewing friendship 
as a social institution to seeing friendship as a social relationship based on social 
equality and interpersonal interchanges that are " .. . vo/unteristic and highly personal" (p. 
1 0). C/aes (1992) defined friendship as " ... a relation of sociability that involves a 
selective process which is not based on blood ties or sexual considerations" (p. 40). 
Youniss' (1980) and Youniss and Smollar's (1985) theory and surveys about friendship 
pointed to the following principles of close friendships : mutual caring (having a vested 
interest in each others' well-being) , mutual respect (allowing for a divergence in, yet 
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respect for, differing opinions) , mutual trust (belief that caring and respect is valued 
equally by both friends , and confidence in the confidentiality of self-disclosures), and 
symmetrical reciprocity (equality in the give-and-take of instrumental and interpersonal 
interactions). When the principles of close friendships are successfully met, then an 
intimacy results that implies high levels of trust and caring and a desire and confidence 
for self-disclosure. 
Similarly, Berndt and Perry (1990) concluded that mutual liking, mutual assistance, 
and frequent interactions are the core defining concepts for middle childhood and early 
adolescent friendship . Berndt and Perry also suggested that intimacy, support, loyalty, 
sharing, and low competitiveness are important qualities of close friendships. In 
comparison, Bukowski, Newcomb, and Hoza (1987) listed communality, help/support , 
and intimacy as the main characteristics of friendship , whereas Hartup (1989) 
emphasized reciprocity and commitment. After probing 32 interview respondents about 
the majority of these friendship characteristics, trust was found to be named most often 
as the sing le most important trait for a strong friendship (Akers, 1992), this in 
concordance with Bell's (1981) conclusions. It is also notable that many friendship 
terms, such as loya lty and support, may be interchangeable; it appears that the 
development of a standard taxonomy of characteri stics that define friendship has yet to 
be created. 
Same Versus Cross-Sex Friendships 
Heterosexual friends were excluded from this study because of the interest in 
friendship qualities that are not related to romanticism or sexuality. It may be argued 
that friendship is also an important part of any lasting romantic relationship or other form 
of positive, sexually-based partnership . On the other hand, it seems clear that for most, 
the term best friend takes on additional nuances when sex or romance is included in the 
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relationship . There are qualities of friendship that are likely unique when romance and 
related sexuali ty are not a part of the relationship (Bell , 1981). Of course, many 
heterosexual friendships do not include a component of sexuality, and some same-sex 
friendships are strongly sexual. However, it was decided that the most effective way of 
avoiding the confounds of sexuality within friendships was by sampling only same-sex 
pairs of friends . As Youniss and Smollar (1985) noted in a substantial study of "close" 
(p . 95) friends, the interpretation of results involving opposite-sex friends was difficult 
because the " ... term, opposite-sex friend or even boyfriend or girlfriend , did not mean 
the same thing to all the subjects" (p. 95, emphasis added). 
In addition, relat ively small numbers of opposite-sex friends are usually named 
when the naming of same-sex friends is not requested. Hartup and Overhauser (1991) 
estimated that only about 5% of best fr~nds named are of the opposite sex. In Tolson 
and Urberg (1993) , the naming of heterosexual friendships was allowed, but because 
only 6% of the friends named were cross-sex, those pairs were excluded from analyses. 
In summary, cross-sex friendship pairs can certainly meet many of the definitions of 
friendship . However, powerful confounds of sexuality and romanticism within many 
heterosexual friendships , even those that are ostensively platonic, may complicate 
analysis and interpretation. Thus, in line wi th Claes' (1992) definition of friends that 
excluded "sexual considerations" (p. 41 ), it seemed wise to simplify and focus on the 
best same-sex friend 
Friendship Duration 
Changes in adolescents' identity statuses may be associated with the stability 
(referred to as duration in this study) of friendships . In a study that focused on 
friendship duration, Berndt (1992) found that most early adolescents had the same 
friends for several months; "close" friends continued for more than 6 months. Crockett, 
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Losoff, and Petersen (1984) found that 13- and 14-year-olds reported that their 
friendships had a duration of 1 to 5 years In comparison, Kandel's (1978a) longitudinal 
study showed that approximately 30% of the high school students had a change in best 
friends during the 9-month school year. 
Several longitudinal studies (e.g., Epstein, 1983; Fisher & Bauman, 1988; Kandel, 
1978b; Urberg, 1992) have reported evidence for increased similarities in academics 
and/or substance use between friends over time. No studies could be found that 
assessed changes in friends ' similarities of intentions over time. Though studies of 
similarities of friends in academics and substance use yielded evidence of increased 
similarities with duration, as before, only one study examined identity similarities (Akers, 
1992); no relat ionships were found between friendship duration and identity similarities. 
However, a relationship still appeared plausible--previous observations about the 
relationship between the duration of friendships and academics and substance use are 
suggestive of identity-related characteristics. Whether friends' similarities are due 
primarily to initial selections based on predisposed attitudes and intentions, or due to 
subsequent mutual influences, it was reasonable to hypothesize that simi larities would 
be greater in longer term friend ships than in shorter duration friendships . 
Friendship In Adolescent Development 
Profound physical (Malina, 1990) and cognitive changes (Youniss, 1980) mark an 
adolescent's escalating movement away from the egocentric, dependent, and unilateral 
relationships with caregivers typical of younger children (Grotevant & Cooper, 1986; 
Hartup, 1980; Reisman, 1985; Youniss, 1980; Youniss & Smollar, 1985). While parents 
are instrumental in this movement toward autonomy, friendship may be equally or more 
important. Peer friendships offer unique qualities not always available in parent-
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adolescent interactions (Berndt , 1982; East, Hess, & Lerner, 1987; Hartup, 1980; 
Hunter, 1985; Reisman , 1985; Youniss, 1980; Youniss & Smollar, 1985). According to 
Hartup (1980) , it is developmental equivalence that makes adolescent friendships so 
potent. Adolescent friends are in a unique position to share concerns about the 
momentous pubertal changes they are experiencing (Berndt, 1982). Friends appear to 
find it easier than non friends to share and empathize about feelings of inadequacy (East 
et al. , 1987; Reisman, 1985). In particular, friendship fosters the trust needed to share 
fears and anxieties related to the inevitable sexual awakenings which accompany 
puberty (Berndt, 1982; East et al., 1987). Thus , friendship may be a key outlet, a "safe-
haven" for dealing with the physical and emotional upheaval of puberty, thereby 
facilitating identity formation processes . 
Youniss and Smollar (1985) have also highlighted the natural equality of frien ds 
and their desire to elicit mutual caring , respect, and trust. Youniss (1980) went so far as 
to propose that friendship is " ... the source from which critical characteristics of the 
mature personality come. These include a sense of equality, interpersonal sensitivity, 
and the need for intimacy" (p. 29, emphasis added). 
Adolescent friendsh ips may be crucial to healthy psychosocial development; those 
who fail to gain at least a minimal number of friends may be socially vulnerable. There 
is evidence that having no friends during adolescence is predictive of "social 
incompetence" and "maladjustment" in adulthood (Ciaes, 1994; East et al. , 1987; Parker 
& Asher, 1987; Reisman , 1985). This idea goes back at least as far as Sull ivan's (1953) 
seminal work, The Interpersonal Theorv of Psychiatrv. Further substantiation is found in 
studies of school context. Epstein (1983) reported that adolescents who had 
academically low scoring friends were still better off with respect to achievement and 
self-reliance than those with no friends at all. 
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Relationship of Identity Development and Friendship 
Friendship may be important and friends may be similar across many 
characteristics, but does this also imply similarities in ego identity? Parallel to Erikson's 
(1963, 1968) psychosocial theory of development, Youniss and Smollar (1985) posit that 
it is through interpersonal relationships and "social construction" that an adolescent 
develops a "social sense of self ' (p. 136, 168). This development involves individuation, 
definition of self, and recognition of responsibility to others. In sum, it seems plausible 
that the significance of friendship interactions in social development would be reflected 
by similarities in the trajectories of friends' ego identity development. This rationale will 
be pursued below, specifically with respect to Marcia's (1966) identity status paradigm. 
Ego Identity Status Development 
Identity Statuses 
This study focu sed on similarities of best friends using the developmental 
framework of Erikson's (1963, 1968) psychosocia l theory and in particular, Marcia's 
(1966) operationalization of Erikson's fifth stage--the adolescent's "task" of ego identity 
formation . According to Marcia 's interpretation of Erikson's theory, identity formation 
requires adolescents to begin an exploration of the many available life options, to weigh 
alternatives, and to eventually make commitments to a self-constructed identity. 
Within Marcia's (1966) identity status paradigm, identity development involves 
nonlinear movement (Archer & Waterman, 1983) through four identity statuses (viz ., 
diffused , foreclosed, moratorium, achieved). Identity status is based on (a) past and 
present active exploration of life's alternatives, and (b) the present level of commitment 
to personal decisions (Adams & Montemayor, 1983; Marcia, 1966). 
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As will be further described in the Methods section below, levels of exploration and 
commitment are operationalized and assessed based on self-reported behaviors, 
attitudes, and intentions related to different ideological and interpersonal issues. 
Ideological issues typically include the content areas of politics, religion, philosophical 
lifestyle, and career; interpersonal foci include recreation, dating, gender roles, and, 
importantly, issues of friendship . 
Marcia used variations of Erikson's theoretical constructs of identity, role confusion, 
and crisis to define the identity statuses (Cote & Levine, 1988). Although Erikson may 
have stressed stable commitments as the key criteria to the resolution of the identity 
stage, Marcia added Eriksons' crises as a second major dimension of identity 
development (later referred to as exploration by Matteson [1977] per Cote & Levine 
[1988]) . During identity development, an individual is assumed to have been, or 
currently be, involved with one or more developmental crises that prompt purposeful 
exploration. An individual may have also make a commitment or some level of personal 
investment to ideological and/or interpersonal beliefs and goals (Archer & Waterman, 
1983). Marcia (1966) operationalized identity formation as four identity statuses. The 
statuses are based on an individual's (a) exploration history or present state, and (b) 
level of ideological and interpersonal commitment (Adams & Montemayor, 1983; Marcia, 
1966). 
According to Adams and Montemayor, these identity statuses are: 
(a) achieved: commitment following exploration, 
(b) moratorium: present exploration but no commitment, 
(c) foreclosed : commitment without past or present exploration, and 
(d) diffused: no exploration or commitment. 
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A summary description of the identity statuses is provided by Adams and Jones (1983) : 
... [An] individual who has an achieved identity has made a self-defined commitment 
following a period of questioning and searching (crisis). An individual who is 
currently engaged in this questioning and searching period is defined as being in a 
state of moratorium. Foreclosed persons have accepted parental values and 
advice without questioning or examination of alternatives. Individuals who are 
diffused show no sign of commitment nor do they express a need or desire to begin 
the searching process. (p. 249) 
Definition of Exploration and Commitment 
It appeared to this author that definitions of exploration (originally crises) and 
commitment have typically been inconsistent or underspecified. This conclusion is 
based on Cote and Levine's (1988) extensive review of Marcia's (1966) 
operationalization of identity and this author's examination of identity status research. 
Marcia originally defined the statuses without the use of the term exploration. Instead of 
exploration, crisis was the key term, a period of conscious decision making that involves 
a questioning of several viable alternatives (1964, as cited in Cote & Levine [1988]); 
commitment was the " ... unwaveringness of choice and a reluctance to abandon a path 
set out upon" (Marcia, 1964, p. 18). Somewhat similarly, in 1980, Marcia (p. 161) 
again defined the statuses in terms of crisis (" .. . presence or absence of a decision-
making period ... ") and commitment (" ... extent of personal investment. .. "). There was 
still no mention of exploration in delimiting the identity statuses--the term exploration 
was apparently adopted later, based on Matteson's (1977) suggestion. In 1992, 
definitions seemed to have evolved. Marcia, with Stephen and Fraser (Stephen, 
Fraser, & Marcia, 1992), described exploration as an " ... opening up to alternatives not 
previously considered ... to consider seriously alternate potential futures ... to make 
choices amongst alternatives ... ," and commitments are the result of a lessening level of 
exploration that are "personally expressive of the newly emerging identity" (p. 285). In 
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summary, Marcia 's definitions of exploration and commitment appear to have followed a 
definite theme, yet were open to adjustment with time. 
Others seem to have similar inclinations in making language changes in the 
definitions for exploration and commitment. For example, in 1983, and with reference 
to a developmental perspective, Archer and Waterman described exploration and 
commitment in a circular fashion : exploration is the " ... examination of alternatives with 
an intention to establish a firm commitment, " while commitment was " ... a stable 
investment in one's goals, values, and beliefs evidenced in supportive activity'' (p. 205) . 
Later, citing a life-span orientation , Archer and Waterman 's (1990) definitions were: 
explorations are the " .. . examination of alternatives through the gathering of information 
and other age-appropriate activities accompanied by a desire to arrive at a commitment 
at a time commensurate with the enacting of a goal, value, or belief. .. ;" Commitment is a 
" ... stable investment in one 's goal, and/or belief in a given domain as demonstrated by 
age-appropriate knowledge and activity, and the ability to project into the future with 
regard to the choice ... " (p. 97). 
In developing an interview instrument for assessing identity, Grotevant and Cooper 
( 1981) increased the specificity of levels of exploration and commitment. Leve ls of 
exploration were coded addressing depth, breadth , and purposefulness of acquiring new 
information; commitment was coded by addressing the strength and flexibility of 
presently held beliefs and goals. However, in the journal article that introduced the 
development of the first objective, paper-pencil measure of identity, Grotevant and 
Adams (1984) referenced exploration and commitment, but left definitions unaddressed. 
For this study, the definitions of exploration and commitment will follow the most 
detailed that were offered by the authors of the measure of identity that was adapted for 
this study, the Extended Objective Measure of Ego Identity Status (EOMEIS: Adams, 
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Bennion , & Huh, 1987, p. 3). Adams, Bennion , and Huh (1987, p. 3) defined (more 
specifically, operationalized) the identity statuses based on the " ... presence or absence 
of a crisis [exploration] period ... " and the " ... presence or absence of a clearly defined 
and stable commitment to values, beliefs, and standards" (emphasis in original) . This 
operationalization of identity also appears to leave exploration and commitment as parts 
of circular definitions. It also implies that the authors of the EOMEIS were assuming a 
collective sense of agreement abou t the meanings of exploration and commitment, 
based on interested researchers' prior readings of the literature related to Marcia's 
(1964 , 1966) original work. So it was with this study. 
Theoretical Issues Related to the 
Identity Status Paradigm 
If an adolescent successfully negotiates processes associated with the identity 
statuses, there will be movement toward greater social competence and independence 
(Cooper & Grotevant, 1987; Fasick, 1984). He or she will develop a strong, but 
adaptable identity, high self-esteem, and be more capable of intimacy, egalitarianism, 
reciprocity, and mutualism in relationships (Adams, Dyk, & Bennion, 1987; Berndt, 1982; 
Grotevant & Cooper, 1986; Hartup, 1980; Hunter, 1985; Mannarino, 1978; Youn iss, 
1980). These are the kinds of changes that clearly constitute adolescent identity 
development, the continuing "task" (Erikson , 1968) for a growing , maturing adolescent. 
But what does it actually mean to be classified in a particular identity status? Since 
Marcia first introduced his interview-based system in 1966 for identity status 
classification, there have been many studies that have helped to both clarify and to call 
into question some of the early ideas about the concept of an identity status. The 
following discussion elucidates several extensions and issues raised with respect to 
Marcia's (1966) identity statuses. 
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Diffusion versus foreclosure in the early adolescent. Adams and Montemayor 
(1983) stated that initially, before an adolescent recognizes a need or desire to explore, 
an individual is classified as diffused . That is , a preadolescent generally functions in a 
diffused state due to a lack of a conscious or unconscious push to examine life's 
alternatives. However, it could also be argued that the preadolescent stage is a 
foreclosed condition . A young child, when asked to describe him- or herself, is most 
likely to use descriptors provided by parental figures. 
Identity statuses and an individual's personal historv. The identity statuses also 
differ on temporal criteria for exploration . The achieved and the foreclosed statuses are 
partly distinguished by whether~ exploration has taken place. Moratorium and 
diffused individuals are distinguished only in terms of whether exploration is currently in 
progress (Marcia, 1966). This difference in how time is used in the definitions of identity 
status makes it difficult to move commitment and exploration from a dichotomous 
measurement to an interval level measurement. The inconsistent temporal 
requirements , therefore, do not allow for comparisons of varying degrees of commitment 
or exploration within the statuses. 
Identity statuses in different life contexts. Grotevant's (1987) review of identity 
status assessments highlighted further complexi ties in classifying the identity statuses . 
It appears that an individual may have different statuses in different life contexts or 
content areas, such as future occupation, religious beliefs, and views on gender roles . 
Therefore, an individual may concurrently have different status classifications in different 
content areas of life. In support of identity variety, Bosma's (1992) research suggested 
a stability in the degree of exploration exhibited across content areas, but that 
commitments varied much more widely across those same content areas. Others (e.g., 
Archer, 1992, p. 34; Waterman , 1985) have also found differing identity processes for 
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different content areas Rather than a real difficulty, the suggestion that an individual's 
identity status may differ across contexts expresses the view that individuals are 
multid imensional 
Changes in status across time. Evidence also supports varied movement among 
statuses across time (Archer & Waterman, 1983). If one accepts Marcia's (1966) 
definitions of identity statuses, no movement is allowed from moratorium or 
achievement to foreclosure . The explanation is that because moratorium implies that 
some degree of exploration has already occurred, movement to a foreclosure state is 
regressive, and, therefore, developmentally impossible. The definition of foreclosure 
states that no prior exploration has occurred. However, if an individual has done a 
significant amount of exploration and found no satisfying "answers" to life's issues, 
he/she may then decide to join a religious cul t, end all exploration , and become highly 
committed to the tenets of that cult. This scenario clearly represents a foreclosed 
identity status . So, contrary to Marcia 's (1966) original definitions, no single sequence 
or hierarchy of maturity levels exists for the identity statuses (Archer & Waterman , 1983; 
Grotevant, 1987) . 
Identity as a process. Grotevant (1987) made some important observations about 
identity formation . First , it may best be thought of as a process of exploration rather 
than an intrapsychic state. Exploration is a problem-solving behavior aimed at gaining 
information about oneself or one's environment in order to make decisions about 
important life choices. Exploration is the "work" of identity formation . Grotevant (1987) 
also concluded that individuals who possess the capability for exploration or who are 
actively engaged in the exploration process are in a better position to successfully 
resolve issues related to identity formation. In this formulati on, an achiever expresses a 
relatively high level of commitment and still utilizes the exploration process as a strong 
part of a working repertoire when fa cing new situations in life. Foreclosed individuals 
have an even stronger level of commitment but little or no inclination to explore. 
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Identity developmenl as an information processing style. Paralleling Grotevant's 
(1987) emphasis on process, Berzonsky (1990, 1992) proposed that Marcia's identity 
statuses reflect differing information processing styles which, in turn , correspond to 
differing self theories or identity styles. The identity styles are characterized by the 
social-cognitive strategies preferred or typically employed by an individual. These 
strategies represent the individual's personal style of decision making and problem 
solving used in varying social contexts. One's identity style may be a process that 
emphasizes (a) information orientation--the active seeking out , elaboration, and 
evaluation of self-relevant information before making decisions; (b) norm orientation--a 
focus on the expectations of significant others (particularly parents) for the predominant 
crite ria in decisions; or (c) diffuse (or avoidant) orientation--the tendency to delay and 
procrastinate action and then base a behavioral response on the immediate social 
situation . The identity styles are suggested to be associated with particular identity 
statuses; self-reflecting moratoriums and achievers are information oriented, 
foreclosures are norm oriented, and diffusions are diffuse oriented 
The process styles are hypothesized (Berzonsky, 1990, 1992) to be related to 
identity statuses by a self-generated theory about the self. One's self-theory is derived 
and functions like any scientific theory. It is a model of reality that does the best 
possible job to explain the present and predict the future. The model arises out of 
personal perceptions about the assumed reality of the outside world, a philosophical 
view referred to by some as autopoises (Pribram, 1991 ). It is likely that these private 
perceptions, even assuming direct realism, are rarely, if ever, objective. Therefore, a 
self theory (Berzonsky, 1990, 1992) has personal validity to the extent that it is (a) 
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beneficial--it appears to have pragmatic utility in that it can address problems of interest, 
make needed unanticipated predictions , and comfortably explain and interpret 
perceptions to support one's values and beliefs; and (b) believable--it appears to be 
logically consistent and to correlate with perceived facts 
Like scientific theory, self-theory develops a set of basic assumptions and 
methodological schemata from which hypotheses are deduced. This self-paradigm will 
have periods of stability in one 's social-cognitive strategies and values. As with a 
scientist's typical problems with theory "ownership," self-paradigms are quite resistant to 
modification even in the face of anomalies. 
Berzonsky (1990, 1992) viewed a self-theory as a process orientation, or identity 
structure, that contains the self-paradigm as the ways and means for handling daily 
experiences. An individual assimilates sensory input and usually pigeon-holes it into the 
existing paradigm in a relatively unconscious manner. At times, the "data" input will be 
perceived as necessitating an accommodative process to allow an appropriate change 
in the self-theory structure. If one is objectively monitoring the effectiveness of a self-
theory and allowing for adaptive adjustments, then one is using a balanced , flexible 
combination of assimilative and accommodative processes. Each identity status is 
hypothesized to favor a different approach to self-theory construction and revis ion. To 
Berzonsky (1990, 1992), both information-orientated moratoriums and achievers are 
scientific personal theorists, norm-oriented foreclosures are dogmatic personal 
theorists , and diffuse individuals are ad hoc personal theorists. 
While Berzonsky (1990, 1992) emphasized a process orientation for identity status 
classification, his research also supported an evaluation of commitment, a related state 
or structure factor. Surprisingly, Berzonsky found there was a significant relationship 
between achievers and his measure of an individual's norm orientation. Information and 
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norm orientations were significantly related to the commitment scale. Both achievers 
and foreclosures appeared to pos-sess a strong state of commitment. Commitment may 
represent an individual's present self-theory construct, a foundation from which 
exploratory "data" are analyzed according to one's identity style. 
The salient point about the issues and extensions raised thus far is that the 
relevant literature seems to indicate that conceptual definitions for the identity statuses 
are not yet clearly differentiated or consistent across researchers . Findings about the 
fluid , multidirectional , and interrelated nature of identity statuses support a view of 
identity formation as a dynamic and changeable process. This perspective was deemed 
important when tests of reliability and validity were considered for the identity status 
assessments used in this study. Interpretation of results may be aided by noting the 
diverse findings and comments within studies about identity development presented 
above. 
Similarities in Friends' Ego Identity Statuses 
Returning to the question of similarities within friendships, indirect support exists for 
similarities in identity status levels between best friends . First , as mentioned previously, 
there is the suggestion that those who tend to display the traits of identity achievement 
are more likely to have sound interpersonal relationships (Archer & Waterman, 1983), 
including friendships (Cooper & Grotevant, 1987). Also, in a theoretical commentary on 
peer associations, Douvan (1983) noted that both Erikson (1963, 1968) and Piaget 
(1965) suggested that meaningful interpersonal relationships are most likely to begin 
during adolescence. Douvan (1983) further argued that friend ship logically becomes a 
central element for the development of one's social identity. 
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More specific to Marcia's (1966) identity statuses, a relat ion between a capacity for 
intimacy and an individual's identity status has been reported (Dyk & Adams, 1987; 
Orlofsky, Marcia , & Lesser, 1973). In the Orlofsky et al. (1973) study, identity achievers 
showed the highest levels of intimacy, while diffused individuals were the least intimate. 
Finally, the importance of the friendship dimension to identity theory is reflected in 
two measures commonly used to assess ego identity status (Extended Objective 
Measure of Ego Identity Status and Identity Status Interview, see Chapter Ill) . Both 
measures assess behaviors, attitudes , and intentions related to the adolescent's 
friendships as part of their overall determination of identity status (Grotevant & Adams , 
1984; Grotevant, Thorbecke, & Meyer, 1982). 
Based on the above support from both theory and research, it seems likely that 
friends~1ip and psychosocial development are linked. This potential linkage supports 
one of the general research hypotheses for this study: best friends are expected to 
demonstrate significantly greater similarity in ego identity status characteristics than 
randomly paired nonfriends. Furthermore, if one's behaviors, attitudes, and intentions 
reflect internal identity characteristics, then it was expected that behaviors, attitudes , 
and intentions as related to school and substance use wou ld be also more similar 
between friends than between nonfriends 
Behavior, Attitudes, and Intentions 
It might be argued that behaviors, attitudes, and intentions are indicators or 
reflections of an individual's identity characteristics. For example, past and present 
exploratory behaviors are important indicators of processes in identity formation . 
Identity commitments might be seen as the culmination of certain patterns of attitudes, 
and intentions or commitments may be viewed as precursors to future attitudes and 
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intentions. In either case, related behaviors, attitudes, and intentions were considered 
to be important variables when examining friends' similarities across identity-related 
constructs . 
It is important to note that the measurement of behaviors, attitudes, and intentions 
is typically complicated by relationships among these variables. There has been a long 
history of controversy about the relationships among behaviors, attitudes, and intentions 
(Ajzen , 1991; Carperter & Fleishman , 1987). Correlations have been relatively low 
between attitudes (the degree to which an individual has a positive or negative 
evaluation of a potential action) and the behaviors that have been assumed to be 
predicted by attitudes (Carperter & Fleishman, 1987; Liska, 1975). 
Moves were made to account for the unexpectedly weak associations between 
attitudes and behaviors by considering the part that intentions play. Fishbein and Ajzen 
(1975) developed a model of behavior (the theory of reasoned action) based on the 
proposition that the best predictor of a behavior is the individual's intention to perform 
that behavior. Intentions were viewed as the link between attitudes and subjective 
norms (perceived social pressure to perform or not perform a behavior) as antecedents 
and behaviors as outcomes. Indeed, correlations between attitudes and intentions have 
been substantial (range: .26- .92 , median= .51, across 19 studies), as have the 
correlations between intentions and behaviors (range: .18- .84, median = .41, across 17 
studies; Ajzen, 1991). 
However, the literature on the relationship between attitudes, intentions, and 
behaviors has not established a clear conceptual or empirical delineation for measuring 
of atti tudes, intentions , and behaviors. The relatively high correlations between these 
constructs not only suggest antecedent-outcome linkages, but also suggest conceptual 
overlap that creates redundancy, particularly in measures of attitudes and intentions. 
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Path analyses designed to sort out direct and indirect relationships between attitudes, 
intentions, and behavior have produced results that both support and contradict the 
Fishbein-Ajzen model (Ajzen, 1991 ; Carperter & Fleishman , 1987). Again , this suggests 
that hypothesized relationships between attitudes, behaviors, and intentions are not 
entirely clear, both from a causal and measurement perspective . For this study, the 
emphasis was on the parallel assessment of friends ' similarities on each of the three 
concepts (viz., attitudes, intentions, and behaviors) , rather than a test of relationships 
among the three . 
While many studies have supported the basic construct of intentions (Ajzen & 
Madden, 1986), it was recognized that something more was needed to account for the 
unexplained variance in behaviors. Another important component was added to the 
concept of intentions, namely, one's perceptions of volitional control, or what Ajzen and 
Madden (1986) called perceived behavioral control, a concept seen by Ajzen (1991) to 
be closely related to Bandura's (1977) concept of perceived self-efficacy. 
Intentions and associated volitional control may have been confounding variables in 
this study: One may choose a friend because that new friend is in a life trajectory 
different from the chooser, but still desirable. Therefore, similarities that appear to be 
due to natural mutual influences may actually be due to conscious or unconscious initial 
friend selections . Accordingly , the initial selection of a friend could be strongly directed 
by the chooser's predisposed personal intentions (Ajzen & Madden , 1986). 
Gender Differences in Identity Development and Friendships 
The works of Archer (1992), Gilligan (1982), Erikson (1963, 1968), and Patterson, 
Sochting, and Marcia (1992) have pointed to possible gender differences for identity 
development, particularly with respect to ideological pursuits and interpersonal 
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relationships . As Bakken and Romig (1992) summarized , male adolescents are 
concerned with the development of independence, and " ... value assertiveness, logic, 
and duty ... ," whereas female adolescents are more concerned with the development of 
intimacy, and " ... value caring , responsibility, and interrelationships" (p. 301) . Youniss 
and Smollar (1985) concluded that the major differences between male and female 
frien ds are that male friends typically enjoy sports or '" illicit activities," while female 
friends " ... most enjoy just talking together" (p. 97). Intimate discussions about problems 
and feel ings are more typical of females . Bell (1981) concluded that males tend to 
emphasize peer friendships in the context of groups, while females are more focused on 
maintaining close !1!ill relationships . 
However, neither theory nor research appears to have addressed whether 
similarities in identity for female and male best friends ought to be different. Although, 
in line with previous discussion, it is likely that both male and female best friends would 
share similarities on identity and related characteristics, there was no evidence or 
rationale that female best friends would be more or less similar than male best friends . 
It was hypothesized that no statistica lly significant differences would be found between 
the similarities of identities and related characteristics of male and female best friends . 
Literature Summary 
Previous work, both theoreti cal and empirical, has documented the similarities of 
friends across many domains. Qualities such as trust that make friendship a unique 
relationship have been explored . Identity formation in adolescents has been 
ope rationalized and explored across several content areas. The absence of friend s' 
similarities in identity statuses was an unexpected finding in a relatively limited recent 
study (Akers , 1992); further research is needed to validate or refute these earlier 
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findings, especially with respect to age, friendship strength and friendship duration. In 
addition, research that addresses the relationships between individuals' behaviors, 
attitudes, purposeful intentions and friends' identity similarities would add to efforts that 
might eventually lead to a resolution of still unanswered questions about friends' 
reciprocal influences versus their initial friendship selections. 
CHAPTER Ill 
METHODS 
Research Hypotheses 
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The five research questions stated in Chapter I about similarities in friendship pairs 
were examined using the following five respective research (alternative) hypotheses. 
This set of hypotheses was the basis of the tests made of the interrelated questions 
about best friends' similarities on variab les assessing best friends' identity status levels 
(viz., achievement, moratorium, foreclosure , and diffusion) and best friends' behaviors , 
attitudes, and intentions relating to academics and substance use. For brevity, the set 
of scales constructed to measure friends ' similarities in behaviors, attitudes, and 
intentions related to academics and substance use will henceforth be referred to as 
BAlMs (Behavior, Atti tude, and Intention Measures) . 
Hypothesis 1 
There is a greater similarity of identity status levels and BAlMs of mutually 
identified best friends than between randomly paired individuals or nonmutually named 
best friends. 
)jypothesis 2 
There is a positive relationship between friendship duration and the similarity of 
friends' identity status levels and BAlMs . 
.!::!'m.othesis 3 
There is a positive relati onship between school grade level and the similarity of 
friends' identity status levels and BAlMs. 
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Hypothesis 4 
There is a positive relat ionship between friends' perceptions of friendship strength 
and the similarity of friends' identity status levels and BAlMs. 
Hypothesis 5 
There are gender differences in the magnitudes of similarities in identity status 
levels and SAl Ms of friends and gender differences in the relationships or similarities 
with friendship strength and duration. 
Scales used to operationalize the variables presented in the five hypotheses above 
are presented in the Measures section below. Specific statistical procedures used to 
test each of the five hypotheses are then explained as part of the presentation of 
research results presented in Chapter IV. 
Sample 
General Sample Information 
Four major sample components were used in this study. The full sample (tl = 
1159) of all respondents was used to examine the rel iability and validity of measures. 
Three subsamples (each!:!= 198) of mutual ly identified best friends , nonmutually 
identified best friends, and randomly paired nonfriends were identified and used to test 
the hypotheses concerning similarities in identity status levels, friend ship strength, 
duration, and the selected behaviors, attitudes, and intentions (BAlMs). 
The full sample and three subsamples consisted of student volunteers who were in 
attendance the day the survey (henceforth called the Friendship Survey) was 
administered at a northern urban Utah high school having a grade 10 through 12 
student population of approximately 1,350 students. The precise number of students 
available on campus the day of the Friendship Survey was not known due to a variety 
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of reasons, including students off campus for class activities , unauthorized absences 
during the survey administration time, and a typical overall absentee rate of 
approximately 10%. The actual number of available students was estimated to be 
1 ,200; therefore, with 1,159 valid surveys returned (33 additional surveys of the 1,192 
actually returned were dropped; see below), it appears that approximately 97% of the 
available students both volunteered and completed a Friendship Survey. 
An informal check on the attitude of students in responding to the Friendship 
Survey was made by viewing classrooms while walking the school hallways during 
administration of the Friendship Survey. It appeared to this author that students were 
filling out the Friendship Survey in a quiet and serious manner in all but two of the 
approximately 40 to 50 classrooms observed (of 61 classrooms involved). Also, as 
Friendship Survey responses were being entered into the database, surveys were 
examined for indications of invalid responses. Due to gross incompleteness, obvious 
patterned responses , inappropriate comments , or inappropriate "friend" names, 33 
Friendship Surveys were considered invalid and were dropped from further analysis 
(though data were still entered).' 
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample 
Selected demographic characteristics for the full sample are displayed in Table 1. 
In addition , Table 1 lists the numbers of mutually named best friends that were 
successfully matched in the database (details discussed in the next section). This 
sample of students appeared to be representative of the community of middle income 
residences that surrounded the surveyed high school. Of the students who volunteered 
for this study (males, 51 %; females, 49%), most were Anglo (89%), most 
1Conclusions based on results of statistical significance testing (Chapter V) were not altered when 
data from the 33 rejected Friendship Surveys were reincluded in statistical analyses. 
Table 1 
Sample Characteristics 
Sample 
Estimated School Population 
Estimated Population available for survey 
Valid Surveys Completed 
% 
85.9 (of 1 ,350) 
The following percentages are taken of valid surveys completed (n = 1, 159) 
Gender 
Female 48.8 
Grade 
10th 36.5 
11th 29 .6 
12th 33.9 
Ethnicity 
White/Anglo 89.0 
Hispanic 4.8 
Asian American 2.4 
Native American 1.3 
African American 1.0 
Family Status 
Intact 64.9 
Blended 20.1 
Single Parent 10.0 
Parent Education 
Post~H . S. Degree 48.6 
Friend-Pair Matches 
In Mutual Pairs 36.2 
In Non Mutual Pairs 37.1 
No Matches Found 26.7 
Note. Percentages given for major categories only Approximately 10% absentees 
!l 
1350 
1200 
1159 
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420 (210 pairs) 
430 (215 pairs) 
309 
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lived in intact or blended fami lies (90%), and almost half of students' parents had 
earned post-high school degrees (49%) . Though not directly assessed, the principal of 
the surveyed high school estimated that 90% of the students would identify the Mormon 
religion . In addition, the mean reported GPA for these respondents was 2.9 ("C+") . 
With respect to at-risk behaviors: 55% and 42% had "tried" alcohol and cigarettes, 
respective ly; 12% strongly agreed that they had "sluffed a lot last semester"; 4% 
strongly agreed that they had "gotten in trouble with the law more than most. " It is 
noted that nonparticipants (absentees and nonvolunteers) may have reported 
significantly different characteristics than those students who completed surveys. 
Measures 
Each of the conceptual definitions for constructs introduced in Chapter II was 
operationalized by items contained within the 119 item self-report questionnaire, titled 
the Friendship Characteristics : A Personal Opinion Survey (again, referred to as the 
Friendship Survey; see survey booklet in back pocket) . The Friendship Survey was a 
combination of items that identified names of a respondent's friends , friendship 
duration , selected demographics , identity status levels, friendship strength, and BAlMs. 
Friend 
Friend identification . The identification of a subject's best friend was made by 
having students write the names of two same-sex friends from their high school , and 
ranking them as best and second best friends . A friendship pa ir was then defined as 
two same-sex individuals who nominated each other as best friends . It was assumed 
that the term best friend is universally understood, and that attempts to provide 
respondents wi th further ostensive definitions would be counterproductive. As 
described above, named best-friend pairs were identified in the database, and their 
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respective sets of variables were combined into single statistical cases so that 
measures of friendship duration and similarity could be calculated, as described below. 
Actual and nonactual best friends. If an actual best friend did not attend the same 
high school, the respondent was still asked to name the best friend he or she had at the 
surveyed high school. Because of the construction of a new high school in the district , 
followed by a major redistribution of students, 23% (45 of 198) of the best-friend pairs 
contained one individual who indicated that the named friend was not the actual best 
friend , thus the actual best friend did not attend the surveyed high school. Because 
this non enrollment by an actual best friend creates questions about results based on 
these defined best-friend pairs, tests for possible differences in results were made. 
Using similarity measures explained below, simple ! tests on 39 variables of interest 
(e.g., identity scales, BAlMs; see Chapter IV) were made between those pairs of actual 
best friends and nonactual best friends. There were no statistically significant 
differences between the degree of similarity of actual and non actual best friends when 
non homogeneity of variance due to unequal sample sizes was accounted for (Levene's 
tests of nonequality of variance indicated that variances were nonhomogeneous on only 
two variables, and this nonequality nullified the one otherwise statistically significant 
result). 
Friendship Duration 
The length of a friendship was defined as the estimated interval of time that a 
respondent remembers perceiving the named friend as a "best friend" to the time of 
assessment. An item asked respondents for an estimate to the nearest fraction of a 
year (e.g., 3Y,) that they remember being best friends . Friendship duration was then 
defined as the average of the two friends' estimated durations, or if one was missing 
data, the other friend's duration estimate was used . The Pearson correlation between 
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perceptions of friendship duration of individuals in best friends pairs was 0. 72 (!l = 191 
pairs, Q < .001), and Cronbach's alpha was 0.84 (!l = 188 pairs). 
Friendship Strength 
A Likert-type scale was used to estimate perceived friendship strength, based on 
the domains listed under the conceptual definition of friendship (Chapter II), and on 
results of a previous study (Akers, 1992). The Friendship Strengths and Qualities 
measure (Akers, 1992) consisted of 54 items in eight subscales (viz., conflict, 
commonalities, help/loyalty, intimacy, reciprocity/mutuality, trust, time spent together, 
strength, qual ities total). In the previous study, this measure of strengths and qualities 
generated a Cronbach alpha of .89 (total scale) , and subscale alphas ranging from .48 
to .85 (median subscale alpha= .63) . 
Because time constraints required a scale with fewer items than the Friendship 
Strengths and Qualities measure, eight items were extracted from the previous 
measure. Cronbach's alpha for the constructed friendship strength measure was . 76; a 
value apparently near the mean for similar measures. Peterson (1994) , in what 
appeared to be a very substantial review of 4,286 Cronbach's alphas reported in 832 
studies, and involving 1,030 samples, reported a mean Cronbach alpha of . 77. Items 
that were summed to assess friendship strength , and further information about the 
validity of the friendship strength meausure, are presented in Appendix A. 
Identity Status Level 
Since the original operationalization of ego identity formation by Marcia (1966), 
several attempts have been made to change or improve on Marcia's methodology. An 
extension of Marcia's Identity Status Interview (1966) was generated by Grotevant et al. 
(1982). An objective paper-pencil measure, first developed by Adams , Shea , and Fitch 
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(1979), grew into the Extended Version of the Objective Measure of Ego Identity Status 
(EOMEIS; Grotevant & Adams (1984); Adams, Bennion, & Huh , 1987). Archer and 
Waterman (1983) cited the use of Rassmussen's Identity Scale. Other variations also 
appear in the literature (i.e., Bosma & Gerrits, 1985; Grotevant & Cooper, 1986). For 
this study, identity status and level was defined as the individual raw scores of a 
modified EOMEIS for each of the four identity statuses by individual subscales (viz. , 
diffused , foreclosed , moratorium, achieved) , by status domains (viz. , interpersonal and 
ideological) , and by content areas (viz., dating , occupation , friendship, philosophical 
lifestyle, academic) , as described next. 
Extended Objective Measure of Ego 
Identity Status (EOMEIS) 
The original EOMEIS (Grotevant & Adams, 1984) was further developed by Adams, 
Bennion, and Huh (1987). The EOMEIS contains 64 Likert-type items (6-point, with 
strongly agree and strongly disagree as anchors), each specific to one of the four 
(achieved, moratorium, foreclosed , diffused) identity status classifications. The original 
paper-pencil EOMEIS contains pairs of items specific to each one of the four identity 
status subscales (viz., achieved, moratorium, foreclosed , diffused) and the eight 
content areas (viz., occupation, politi cs, religion, philosophical lifestyle, friendship , 
dating, recreation , gender roles). Many studies have reported estimates of reliability 
and validity for the original EOMEIS; these are shown in Appendix B (see Table B1). 
Modified EOMEIS 
Though use of the original 64-item EOMEIS would have been desirable due to a 
relatively complete history of validation, it is too lengthy for this study. In order to 
construct a full survey that could be administered in an unhurried fashion within a 
normal 50-minute class period, yet also contain a representative portion of the original 
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EOMEIS , a preliminary study was conducted. To explore shortening of the original 64-
item EOMEIS, a sample from Arizona (!l = 2,000; see Jones, Akers , & White, 1994) 
wa s used to determine if possible content areas (e.g., dating , occupation) of the 
EOMEIS could be eliminated. Of eight original content areas (viz., occupa l ion , politics, 
religion, philosophical lifestyle, friendship , dating , recreation , gender roles), four were 
retained (occupation, philosophical lifestyle, friendship, and dating). The decision to 
retain the four content areas was based on those content areas exhibiting the greatest 
diffe rences in scores across grade levels , because of the desire to test grade level 
changes. In addition to eliminating content areas demonstrating relatively little change 
over grade level, a new eight-item content area , academic identity was constructed to 
provide a set of items deemed particularly appropriate for school-age identity issues . 
A preliminary validation study was carried out with the modified version of the 
EOMEIS, using a sample of 225 college students. This modified EOMEIS was found to 
have internal reliability characteristics similar to those reported for the origina l EOMEIS 
(see Appendix B). Cronbach's alphas for the identity subscales (e.g., achievement, 
foreclosure) of the 40-item modified EOMEIS used in this study (Table 82) were 
substantially higher than the college sample used in the va lidation study (range . 71 to 
.79; median= .76) . However, Cronbach alphas of the identity domains (e.g., 
interpersonal achievement, ideological diffusion), and content areas (e.g., education, 
lifestyle) ranged widely from a unsatisfactory -.03 to a quite satisfactory .86. Appendix 
B presents further details regarding reliabilities, and also presents a rationale for use of 
all scales of the modified EOMEIS. Favorable evidence was found for the construct 
va lidity of the modified EOMEIS, including examinations of factor structure, convergent, 
and discriminant validities. Appendix B also presents further detailed information 
regarding the tests of val idity for the modified EOMEIS. 
Behaviors , Attitudes, and Intentions 
Because there was the goal of moving beyond identity status levels in assessing 
friends' similarities, measures were constructed for the assessment of behaviors , 
attitudes, and intentions in two general areas of interest. First , it was felt that school-
related academics , activities, and attendance were useful domains to test for friends' 
similarities . Second , experience and involvement with cigarettes and alcohol was 
assessed. Though relatively minor compared to concerns with more serious drugs 
such as cocaine or glue sniffing , reports of cigarettes and alcohol use was likely to be 
frequent enough to create useful statistical variance. 
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In addition, high school staff advised that experience with cigarettes or alcohol was 
not considered so negative that respondents would fear reporting with candor on a 
survey that was not anonymous, in that it included respondents' and friends' names 
(see discussion of confidentiality issues below). As above, the group of scales 
designed to assess behaviors , attitudes , and intentions with respect to school and 
substance is generally referred to as BAlMs . 
Decisions about item inclusion in the construction of scales for BAlMs proceeded 
through a combination of fa ctor explorations and fa ce validity of individual items . 
Though specific scales had not been theoretically predetermined, items were originally 
written to sample respondents' perceptions about their positive and negative behaviors, 
attitudes, and intentions related to school. The staff of the surveyed high school also 
provided feedback about the appropriateness of the items as well as suggestions about 
the specific wording of the items . Items were presented as 6-point Likert scales (with 
strongly agree and strongly disagree as anchors) . In the sections that follow, summary 
descriptions will be given for the measures for school-related academics, activities, and 
attendance, and experience and involvement with cigarettes and alcohol. Details 
about the construction and content of the BAlMs and tests of reliability and validity of 
the BAlMs can be found in Appendix C. 
School-Related Attitudes Behaviors and Intentions 
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Three scales, related to school behaviors (academic achievement, extracurricular 
activities, and school attendance) , had Cronbach alphas of .74, .66, and .69, 
respectively. Two scales, related to school attitudes (positive academic attitudes and 
negative academic attitudes) had Cronbach alphas of .70 and .74, respectively. A 
scale related to school intentions had a Cronbach's alpha of .61. Confirmatory factor 
analyses and tests of criterion validity provided additional indicators of the 
appropriateness of these school-related BAlMs (Appendix C). 
Substance Use Behaviors and Attitudes 
Scales were constructed to assess general behavioral involvement and intentions 
to avoid substance use, using alcohol and tobacco (cigarettes) as indicator substances. 
Substance use behavioral involvement. Because it was of interest to include a 
sense of friends' perceptions of mutual behavioral involvement in substance use, items 
were combined that tapped respondents' self-reports as well as their perceptions about 
their best friend . A respondent's perceptions about his or her friend's mutual substance 
use was assessed using items that merged the respondent's reports of present use of 
alcohol and cigarettes with the respondent's perceptions of the friend's present use of 
cigarettes and alcohol. Scores on six items (Table C8), combined after appropriate 
recodings, produced a Cronbach's alpha of .85. 
Substance use avoidance. General intentions to avoid use of substances 
(specifically, cigarettes and alcohol) were assessed with a 3-point scale called 
substance use avoidance, constructed according to responses to four items (Table C9). 
Items that respondents were to react to differed according to reported previous 
experience or nonexperience with cigarettes and alcohol. The substance avoidance 
scale provided a measure of the relative level of resolve by respondents to avoid 
general use of substances. 
lntercorrelations Between Identity Scales 
and Friendship and BAlMs 
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As a final indicator of the construct va lidity of the measures involved , Table 2 
shows the intercorrelations of the identity subscales with friend ship strength and the 
BAlMs. Note that probabilities for all Pearson correlati ons were based on a 
nondirectional two-tailed test. Though many relationships are logically directional, two-
tailed tests were performed for consistency across all tests in this study, and because 
the two-tailed test is statistically more conservative than the one-tailed test. 
Corre lations were generally consistent with theoretically expected directions and 
magnitudes of relationships. For example, the diffusion subscale was negatively 
related to positive attitudes , behaviors, and intentions and positively related to negative 
attitudes, behaviors, and intentions. Further details of intercorrelations between identity 
subscales by domain and friendship strength and BAlMs are shown in Table 3. Note 
that correlations between friendship strength and the interpersonal subscales of identity 
are stronger than the corresponding ideological subscales. Though not all 
intercorrelations of Tables 2 and 3 were immediately intuitive (e.g., the absence of a 
relationship between respondents' foreclosure subscale scores and their tendency to 
indicate negative attitudes about school) , the genera l patterns lend support to the 
construct validity of the measures involved. 
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Table 2 
lntercorrelations Between Identity Subscales and Friendship Strength and BAlMs 
ACH MOR FOR DIF 
Friendship Strength 21' .. -.18''' -01 -.3s··· 
Positive Academic Attitudes .37 ... .00 .22' .. -.39 ... 
Negative Academic Attitudes -.13 .. 20' .. 03 56' .. 
Academic Achievement 24' .. -.02 .20' .. -.27 ... 
Extra Curricular Activities .21''' . 05 .24' .. -.16' .. 
School Attendance .20' .. -.02 .28' .. -.26' .. 
Mutual Substance Use -.10 ... . or -.22 ... .2r .. 
Academic Intentions .26' .. -02 .22' .. -.42' .. 
Substance Use Avoidance .09 .. -.04 .1r .. -.25' .. 
Note. n = 1111, hstwise 
ACH =Achieved, MOR = Moratorium, FOR =Foreclosed, DIF = Diffused 
• Q ' .05 •• Q s .01 ••• Q' .001 (2-tailed) 
Table 3 
lntercorrelations Between Identity Subscales by Domain and Friendship Strength and 
Inter-
ACH 
Strngth 23" .. 
Pas. Aca 24" .. 
Neg Aca -.or 
Aca. Achieve .or 
Extracurr. .14"" 
Attend 01 
Substance Use .03 
Aca lnt .09 .. 
Substance Avoid. .04 
Note. n = 1111, listwise 
Strngth = Friendship Strength 
Inter-
MOR 
-.28" .. 
-.08"" 
. 24""" 
-.05 
-.01 
-.06" 
.09"" 
- 09"" 
-.08 "" 
Neg Aca = Negative Academic Attitudes 
Extracurr. = Extra Curricular Activities 
Drugs= Mutual Drug Use 
Drug lnt = Drug Intentions 
MOR =Moratorium 
DIF = Diffused 
Ideo= Ideological domain of identity 
• Q ' .05 •• Q ' .01 •·· Q ' .001 (2-ta iled) 
Inter~ 
FOR 
or 
. 23""' 
-.or 
. 25" "" 
23"'" 
3o·· · 
-.3o··· 
. 26""" 
24""" 
lnter-
DIF 
-.33'" 
-.23 .. 
.40 .. 
-.10 .. 
-.04 
-.11' 
. 15"' 
-.23"' 
-.18 .. 
Ideo- Ideo- Ideo- Ideo-
ACH MOR FOR DIF 
15 .. 
-.04 -.08 .. -.30 ... 
33 ... 
. or 16' .. -.40 ... 
-.12 .. 11 .. . 10 .. .54 ' .. 
. 26 ' .. 01 .12 .. -.32' .. 
18' .. 08 .. .19' .. -.20' .. 
24 ... 01 20' .. -.30 ... 
-. 13 .. 03 -.11 .. .29' .. 
. 27 ... 
. 03 15' .. -.45' .. 
.09 .. 
. 01 . 08 .. -.25' .. 
Pas Aca = Positive Academic Attitudes 
Aca. Achieve = Academic Achievement 
Attend. = School Attendance 
Aca lnt =Academic Intentions 
ACH = Achieved, 
FOR =Foreclosed 
Inter = Interpersonal domain of identity 
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Similarities of Friends Versus Statisl ical Differences 
To mathematically assess the similarity of individuals within a given pair, one 
inevitably must make use of the concept of either arithmetic or absolute differences . 
However, as Kenny (1988) has discussed , there are several statistical methods to 
compare the degree of similarities between various groups of pairs, which depend on 
the degree of independence of individuals' scores. Aga in, comparing similarities 
between groups of pairs necessilates the use of differences; therefore it may be useful 
to note that the language of similarity is closely tied to and often confused by the 
concern for testing statistical differences 
Similarities Measured by Difference Scores 
Testing friends' similarities involved several methods , as described in the -~g~l!§. 
of Chapler IV. Many of the similarity tests of within friendship pairs involved two 
specific types of variables constructed from measures described above of identity 
stalus levels , friendship strength, duration , and behaviors, attitudes, and intentions 
related to academics and substance use (BAlMs). These two types of variables 
conslructed to measure similarities of scores were arithmetic differences and absolute 
differences; the arithmetic difference for each similarity variable involved simple 
difference calculations, while in the absolute difference variable calculations, any 
positive or negative signs were dropped . Arithmetic diffe rences provided scores for 
each pair that included the direction of differences along with the magnitude of the 
differences , while absolute differences only gave the magnitudes of differences in 
values on variables. Further details about constructed measures of similarities appear 
with each analysis discussed in Chapter IV. 
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lntraclass Correlations 
Another primary test of similarities makes use of the intraclass correlation or, 
numerically equivalent , the Pearson correlation. An explanation will now be made for 
the interchangeable use of intraclass correlations (henceforth ICCs) and Pearson 
correlations. In its most general sense, the ICC is defined as a measure of" .. the ratio 
of true score variance to total variance" (Wastell & Barker, 1988, p. 584), while Pearson 
correlations are defined as standardized covariances. Although the ICC is defined as a 
ratio of component variances, and the Pearson correlation is defined as a standardized 
covariance, the two have been linked (Cronbach, Gieser, Nander, & Rajaratnam, 1972; 
Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). Plomin, DeFries, and McCiearn (1990) described the ICC as a 
"within-class" correlation, as compared to the usual interclass, or "between-class" 
Pearson correlation. Plomin et al. (1990) stated that if pairs are involved , with each 
individual arbitrarily assigned to one of two "classes," then the ICC is " ... much the same 
as the interclass (Pearson) correlation" (p. 258). Shrout and Fleiss (1979) saw the ICC 
as a " .. bona fide correlation coefficient ... " (p. 422) . More specifically, Bartko (1966) 
mathematically demonstrated that the ICC is " ... interpretable as a correlation 
coefficient" (p. 4) . Was tell and Barker (1988) made a stronger claim based on Bartko's 
(1966) analysis. They stated , "For two sets of comparable measurements (e .g., two 
judges), the ICC is equivalent to the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient" 
(p. 584). 
However, it turns out that while Pearson 's correlations can be high when pairs of 
scores are quite divergent (e.g., if the set of higher-tending scores are systematically 
associated with a set of lower tending scores of a second variable) , ICCs will tend to be 
lower with greater divergence (less similarity) of scores. lntraclass correlations turn out 
to be equivalent only when paired scores are not systematically ordered, such as in this 
study wherein the respondents within pairs are not systematically designated as 
respondent or friend (Akers , 1994; Plomin et al. , 1990). 
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It is also important to note that though calculations for the Pearson correlation and 
ICC can be used interchangeably, the ICC is defined as the ratio of within-pair variance 
to total variance (the sum of within- and between-pair variances) and the Pearson 
correlation is a standardized covariance. This is important because of the differing 
interpretations concerning explanatory variance for the Pearson's correlation and ICC. 
While a Pearson's correlation must be squared to obtain a measure of variance 
explained, the ICC (unsquared) is a direct measure of the proportion of variance 
accounted for by the similarity of scores tested . This means that if using the Pearson 
correlation, ·one will apparently have less variance accounted for than if using the ICC. 
The reason for the differing interpretations for the Pearson's correlation and ICC is 
that the Pearson's correlation expresses a variance predicted while an ICC expresses a 
variance shared with a common underlying construct (Ozer, 1985), such as is assumed 
with the genetic basis of studies of twins. For this study of friends ' similarities, 
treatment of the pairs were taken as analogous to treatment of twins in studies of 
heritability (P iomin et al., 1990). 
Thus, the values of the ICCs, representing the proportions of variance shared by 
friend s on identity or BAlM scales, are treated as measures of the similarities of friends. 
If a "true" underlying friendship structure is a reasonable construct, then the ICC for 
friend similarity may be thought of as a variance "already squared." Therefore, for a 
given Pearson [, an ICC correlation will express a greater magnitude of similarity than 
an equal Pearson's [. Note that this possibly puzzling magnitude advantage of ICC 
over the Pearson's r is similar to uncertainties about what a correlation, squared or not, 
actually tells the researcher. As Ozer (1985) pointed out, there are equally valid and 
"fundamentally incompatible" (p. 308) alternative interpretations of the meaning of a 
correlation , particularly with respect to Venn diagram intersections. 
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Because of numerical equivalency and ease of calculation by SPPS procedures 
(SPSS, 1993), Pearson correlations were used as estimates of ICCs. However, 
because associated probability values for ICCs are less conservative than (but equally 
valid as) probabilities associated with Pearson correlations, ICC probability was 
determined from the appropriate sums of squares taken from analysis of variance 
tables for tests in which each pair of friends is translated into individual groups of two 
cases 
Research Design 
Tl1is study of friends' similarities used a cross-sectional re search design across 
three grade cohorts (grades 10-12). Assessment involved a questionnaire based on a 
paper-pencil self-report format (see Friendship Survey booklet in back pocket) . 
Procedures 
Data Collection 
The Friendship Survey was administered at the start of the 1994-95 school year. 
Each of the three (10-12) grade leve ls completed the self-report questionnaire, which 
was administered by classroom teachers that were regularly assigned to given groups 
of students. Teachers were provided background information about the study and 
administration instructions during three faculty meetings and provided with a written 
assessment protocol (see Appendix D). Students were also provided with verba l and 
written information by their teachers (see Appendix E), both to inform them about the 
general intent of the Friendship Survey and to encourage the students to perform the 
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assessment sincerely and carefully. All participating students responded to the 
questionnaire on October 20, 1994, during a common time period especially assigned 
for this project. 
Ethical Considerations 
Approval for this project was acquired from Utah State University (Internal Review 
Board , Appendix F) , Weber County School District, and the high school administration. 
Again , the general purposes of the study were described to participants verbally by the 
school teachers and in a written handout for the students (Appendix E). Each family 
also received a written explanation about the project (Appendix G) , and was invited to 
examine the questionnaire. 
The general reasons and focus for the project were explained by citing social 
scientists' interest in understanding the importance and effects of adolescent 
friendship. The explanation was designed to both inform as well as motivate the 
students to participate sincerely. 
This study had no procedures that violated an individual's privacy. They were told 
verbally and in writing that they could refuse, without pressure, to respond to any 
question, or discontinue participation at any time (Appendix E) . Students were assured 
that all responses were held in the strictest confidence by the researcher. 
Data Structure Transformations and Analysis 
All appropriate data management and preliminary calculations for transformation 
of data were performed using SPSS 6.1 for Windows software (SPSS, 1993). Paper-
pencil scale scores originally recorded by respondents as single-item responses directly 
in the Friendship Survey booklet were entered into a database format using SPSS 
software. Following initial data entry, the accuracy of data entry was tested with a 
random reentry of data for 120 (approximately 10%) of the protocols, followed by a 
matrix subtraction from the data of the like cases in the original data file . Matrix 
subtraction resulted in 67 nonzero values for the 13,920 reentered data comparisons. 
This translates to a .48% error rate, an error level considered minimal in light of error 
variances implied by reliability estimates (generally .60s to . 70s) . All further data 
transformations and statistical procedures were also carried out using SPSS 6.1 for 
Windows software (SPSS, 1993). 
Friend Matching and Subsamples 
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Because of special procedures required to analyze the responses of~ of 
friends (or when comparisons were desired , pairs of nonfriends) , what now follows is a 
brief description of procedures used to match mutually named friends, and the resulting 
structures of data files (see Table 4) . From the full sample of 1,159 surveys, 210 pairs 
identified each other as mutually named best friends (420 individuals). Identification 
and matching of mutual best friends was accomplished first by using as a reference 
table the initial list of assigned code numbers and names provided by all those 
completing valid surveys (!! = 1,159; henceforth, referred to as respondents) . This 
reference table of respondent names and code numbers was, in turn , used as an SPSS 
Lookup Table (SPSS, 1993) in order to find and assign proper code numbers to the 
named friends (henceforth, referred to as friends). Because of difficulties such as 
misspellings and use of nicknames, it was also necessary to use manual searches to 
match many named friends with a proper code number. Also, because of unforseen 
difficulties (such as many named friends being absent the day of the Friendship Survey 
or friends not enrolled in the high school surveyed), many named friends were not able 
to be matched with an appropriate code number (304 of 1,159, or 26%, of named 
friends were not matched with code numbers). 
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Table 4 
Distribution of Cases after Mutual and Nonmutual Friends Were Identified and Matched 
!l % 
Mutual Best-Friend Pair Subsample 210 18.1 
(Statistical case consisted of respondent matched 
with mutually named best friend) 
2. Repeated Best-Friend Pairs 210 18.1 
(Statistical case consisted of respondents matched with 
mutually named best friend, but pairs were repeats of 
above pairs with reversed order of individuals) 
Non mutual Friend Pair Subsample 430 37.1 
(Statistical case consisted of respondent matched with 
named best friend, but friendship was not mutual; 
named friend did not reciprocate) 
Non matched Respondent 309 26.7 
(Statistical case consisted of single respondent; 
no friend match found) 
Totals 1159 100.0 
Statistical cases randomly created 556 
(consisted of Random Pair Subsample 
of same-sex respondents; not a part of "full" sample) 
Finally , code numbers of those individuals both named as friends and also 
successfully matched with a proper code number (855 of 1,159 friends , or 74%) were 
then used in a second SPSS Table Lookup procedure. This procedure matched each 
of the 210 cases designated as respondents with each of the appropriate matching 
case designated as the friend ; thus, 420 statistical cases were collapsed into 210 
cases (or 210 best-friend pairs). 
The subsample of 210 best-friend pairs was reduced to 198 by a listwise selection 
based on 42 key variables (identity, friendship strength, and BAlMs; see Measures 
section above). For consistency in the comparisons of subsamples, the numbers of 
nonmutual friend pairs and random pairs were also reduced to match the sample of 
best-friend pairs in both number (D = 198) and gender proportions (60.1% female, 
39.9% male). In addition, no nonmutually named friend pairs and random pairs were 
included in subsamples if scores were missing for any of the 33 key variables 
mentioned above. 
The primary comparison subsample of 198 random (but same-sex) pairs of 
individuals was created from the 739 individuals who were not in a best-friend pair. 
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Any randomly formed pair was eliminated that included an individual named by one or 
the other as one of two best friends. In addition, 435 more respondents were matched 
with 435 named best friends ; however, these pairs were not reciprocated friendships--
the named best friend did not name the respondent as the best friend (although in 
many cases a respondent was named by the friend as a second choice) . This 
subsample of 435 pairs of nonmutually named best friends was used to represent an 
intermediate category of friendship strength falling between mutual best fri ends and the 
third subsample of 198 random pairs created to represent total nonfriendships. 
Table 4 summarizes the distribution of cases in the data file used for analyses of 
best friends and nonmutual friends . Th is file structure allowed analyses of similarities 
within pairs in three subsamples and analyses of the full sample of respondents . 
Variables associated with the designated respondent were named differently than 
variables associated with the designated friend (i.e., the letter "f' was added to the end 
of every variable name belonging to friends, or to the second individual of random 
pairs) . In addition, analyses of the full sample and hypotheses about best friends , 
nonmutual friend pairs, and random pairs were allowed using temporary selections of 
cases based on appropriate codings. 
In summary, data files were structured so tha t first , the full sample of 1,159 valid 
Friendship Surveys could be used to estimate reliabili ties and conduct tests of validity 
for the measures used. Second , the data structure allowed use of one or more of three 
subsamples of 198 pairs (viz ., best friends , nonmutually named best friends, and 
random pairs) to test the research hypotheses relating to friends ' similarities . 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
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Using data collected by methods outlined in Chapter Ill, a statistica l and qualitative 
examination was made to test hypothesized relationships between friends' identity 
status levels, friendship strength, duration, grade level, and behaviors, attitudes, and 
intention measures (BAlMs) related to academics and substance use 
Hypotheses Testing 
Each hypothesis will be restated and the specific statistical analysis described, 
followed by a presentation of results . Each test of a hypothesis will also be followed by 
qualitative observations and technical comments on relevant findings . Further 
conclusions and interpretations about the meaning of results are provided in Chapter V. 
The unit of analysis for hypothesis testing was the Q£i!: of individuals, either mutually 
named best friends , nonmutually named friends, or randomly created nonfriend pairs. 
The alpha level for statistical significance was set at Q $ .05. It was also considered 
useful to estimate statistical power, the probability of detecting statistically significant 
relationships if they in fact exist. The standardized mean effect size (or effect size, ES) 
used for power estimates and between-group comparisons was defined as the 
difference between group means divided by the arithmeti c average of group standard 
deviations, an simplified estimate of that given by Glass and Hopkins (1989). Assuming 
an effect size of .5 to be meaningful (termed "moderate" by Cohen [1977]) and an alpha 
level of .05, the estimates of power were very high, ranging from .94, for subsamples of 
friend pairs (D. = 198), to a power essentially equal to unity for tests using the full sample 
of respondents (D.= 1,159). 
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Because there are many possible measures of similarity (Kenny, 1988), and no 
generally accepted standards for assessing similarity were found in the literature (see 
Chapter Ill), several tests of friends ' similarities were conducted. What now follows is a 
procedure-by-procedure outline of the statistical tests used for testing each hypothesis 
and results. 
Hypothesis 1: Similarities 
There is a greater similarity of identity status levels and BAlMs of mutually identified 
best friends than between randomly paired individuals or nonmutually named best 
friends . 
lntraclass Correlations (or Numerically 
Equivalent Pearson Correlations) 
Pairwise correlations within friend pairs for identity status levels, perceived 
friendship strengths, and BAlMs were hypothesized to be statistically significant with 
best-friend pairs , but not with random pairs. In order to extend comparisons between 
pairs of mutual best friends and random nonfriend pairs, the third subsample of 
nonmutually named friends was also included. As an examination of correlations in 
Tables 5 and 6 show, the frequency of statisti cally significant correlations decreases 
from 30 for mutually named best friends , to 23 for nonmutually named friends, to 1 (6%, 
52%, and 2%, respectively, out of 44 relationships tested) for random pairs. 
Because the magnitudes of intraclass correlations are interpretable as the variance 
shared between friends' scores (see Chapter Ill) , statistically significant relationships 
indicate a range of 23% to 37% in variance accounted for in friends' similarities for 
foreclosure and diffusion identity status levels. 
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In addition, there appeared to be a pattern for similarities in identity scales as 
measured by the ICC (Table 5) . Most statistically significant relat ionships involved 
friends' similarities on subscales assessing identity foreclosure and diffusion. In 
addition, the correlations of greatest magnitude tended to occur in the interpersonal 
content areas (viz., dating , friendship) . Friends, whether mutually named or not, 
generally shared strong similarities in age (indicated by grade level) , perceptions of time 
knowing each other, friendship strength, and behaviors, attitudes, and intentions related 
to academics and substance use (Table 6) . When comparing the variance shared by 
friends on the measures in Tables 5 and 6, the consistency and slrength of these 
similarities tended to be stronger for friendship characteristics and BAlMs than for 
identity levels. For example, the average variance shared by mutual best friends on 
BAlMs was 38% compared to 13% across all identity scales. 
One-Way ANOVA 
One-way AN OVA was used as a second test of friends' similarities, with similarities 
defined as the absolute differences of identity status levels, perceived friendship 
strengths , and BAlMs. A greater similarity for friends was indicated by absolute 
differences for the friend-pair group that were statistically significantly less than for the 
random-pair group. 
The frequency of statistically significant results was greater (32 of 41 (78%] of 
relationships tested) for these between-group comparisons of absolute differences 
between friends ' scores than when using within-pair correlations of friends' scores in 
ICC above. Magnitudes of effect sizes (Tables 7 and 8) also tended to be strong in this 
test of similarities. Of particular note was the consistent pattern of statistically 
significant differences between friends and nonfriends for the identity scores, specifically 
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Table 5 
lntraclass Correlations of Identity Status Levels Between Mutually Named Best Friends 
Mutual Best Friends Nonmutual Best Random Pairs 
ICC ICC ICC 
Identity Subscales 
ACH .09 1.20 05 1.11 -.01 .98 
MOR 08 1.18 11 1.25 -.10 .82 
FOR .26 1.7o··· .03 1.06 06 1.14 
DIF .28 1.78''' 34 2.01"' .01 1.03 
Identity Domains 
Interpersonal 
ACH .16 138' -.02 .95 04 1.09 
MOR .09 1.18 .07 1.15 -.10 83 
FOR .37 2 .18"' .14 1.31' .05 1.10 
DIF 23 1.61'" .21 1.47" .00 1.01 
Ideological 
ACH .04 1.09 .07 1.15 -.05 .90 
MOR .14 1.34" .08 1.18 .10 1.23 
FOR .11 1.24 .14 1.31' -.05 .90 
DIF .26 1.72'" .29 1.83 '" .04 1.08 
Identity Content Areas 
Dating 
ACH 17 1.41" 02 1.04 .09 1.19 
MOR 13 1.29' .05 1.12 -.09 .84 
FOR .32 1.90"' .11 1.24 .02 1.06 
DIF .32 1.95'" .22 1.55'" -.02 96 
Occupation 
ACH .09 1.20 09 118 -.11 81 
MOR .05 1.11 .19 1.46" .08 115 
FOR 08 1.18 .05 1.12 .09 1.21 
DIF 15 1.35' .23 1.59'" .08 1.17 
Friendship 
ACH 08 1.19 07 1.08 -.02 97 
MOR 10 1.19 .05 1.11 -.09 83 
FOR .25 1.67'" .14 1.31' .07 1.13 
DIF 12 1.27' .16 1.29' .00 1.01 
Lifestyle 
ACH -.01 99 14 1.31' -.05 .91 
MOR .05 1.11 -.03 .92 -. 12 .79 
FOR 15 1.35' .04 1.09 .09 1.20 
DIF .23 1.60'" 15 1.36 ' .14 1.32 
Occupation 
ACH 09 1.19 -.01 98 -.07 .87 
MOR 11 1.23 .11 1.25 -.13 .77 
FOR .17 140" .09 1.19 -.04 .94 
DIF 17 143" .15 1.37' -.05 .92 
Note !l = 198, listwise for all subsamples 
ACH =achievement, MOR = moratorium, FOR =foreclosure, DIF = diffused 
·e ' .o5 "e , .o1 '"e , .oo1 
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Table 6 
lntraclass Corre lations of Friendshi [2 Characteristics and BAlMs Between Mutual ly 
Named Best Friends 
Mutual Best Friends Nonmutual Best Random 
ICC ICC E ICC 
Time Indicators 
Grade Met . 76 7.44 .. . 194 21 1.54'' 197 ·.08 .85 191 
Frn Duration .73 6.43"'' 188 06 1.13 192 -.08 .85 185 
Age Indicator 
Grade Level .88 15.19' ' ' 196 82 9.82 ' ' ' 198 03 1.04 197 
Friendship Strength 
Frn Strength .33 1.99''" 198 .13 1.27" 198 .03 1.07 198 
Academic Attitudes 
Pas Acad Ali i 39 2.26 ' .. 198 14 1.33 ' 198 .12 1.28 ' 198 
Neg Acad Atti 43 2.53 ' ' ' 198 .41 2.36''' 198 09 1.21 198 
Behaviors 
Aca Acieve 33 2.01 ''' 198 09 1.19 198 -.07 87 198 
Extracurr 38 2.23' '' 198 33 2.00' ' ' 198 .10 1.23 198 
Attendance .25 1.65' '' 198 17 1.41'' 198 .01 1.02 198 
Mutual Substance Use 78 8.32 '' ' 198 .58 3.75''' 198 -.01 98 198 
Intentions 
Acad Intention .28 1.78 ' '' 198 .15 1.37" 198 .09 1.21 198 
Substance Use Avoid 27 1.72 ''' 198 24 1.64'' ' 196 -.07 88 198 
Note. ns were allowed to vary for time and age Indicators, but held listwise for remaining variables 
n = 198, listwise for all subsamples 
ACH = achievement, MOR = moratori um, FOR = foreclosure, OIF = di ffused 
.Q .,; .05 ••g .,; .0 1 . .. R < .001 
within content areas. In sum, it appears that positive results were increased in the 
testing of friend's identity similarities when groups of friend and nonfriend pairs were 
compared versus simply using correlational indicators within the best-friend pair group. 
Homogeneity of Variance 
If best friends , as hypothesized, tend to have scores on measures more alike than 
nonfriends, then it would be expected that the arithmetic differences (positive and 
negative) of best friends ' scores would tend to have less variance than the differences 
between scores of nonfriends . A straightforward test of differences between the 
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Table 7 
Similarity in Friend 's Identity Status Levels Measured by Absolute Differences 
Random Pairs Mutual Best Friends 
Variable M so M so ES 
Identity Subscales 
ACH 8.60 6.59 9.08 6.08 .08 
MOR 9 54 6.68 8.65 6.69 -.31 
FOR 9.34 6.98 7.96 6.25 -.2 1' 
DIF 9.69 7.11 7.92 6.28 -.26 " 
Identity Domains 
Interpersonal 
ACH .83 .65 .77 .58 -.10 
MOR 1.26 .90 1.11 .80 -.18 
FOR 1.12 .83 .96 .74 -.20' 
DIF 1.04 .80 .83 .67 -.29" 
Ideological 
ACH 122 93 1.23 .90 .01 
MOR 1.07 .84 1.03 .75 -.05 
FOR .99 74 .87 68 -.17 
DIF 1.09 88 .94 .79 -.18 
Identity Content Areas 
Dating 
ACH 2.23 1.77 1.11 .84 -.86'" 
MOR 2.77 2.08 1.26 .88 -1.02''' 
FOR 2.71 1.99 1.1S .89 -1.08'" 
DIF 2.S5 2.01 1.04 .89 -1 .04"' 
Education 
ACH 3.11 2.38 1.40 1.13 -.97"' 
MOR 2.42 2.01 1.28 1.0S -.7S '" 
FOR 2.64 2.09 1.31 1.04 -.as·--
DIF 2.73 2.3S 1.32 1.1S -.81' " 
Friendship 
ACH 1.83 1.S7 87 .68 -.as··· 
MOR 3.18 2.30 1.42 1.01 -1 .06 ... 
FOR 2.S5 2.o·t 1.16 .94 -.94'" 
DIF 2.66 2.08 1.04 .88 -1 09 
Lifestyle 
ACH 2.38 2.01 1.20 1.00 -.78'" 
MOR 2.16 1.66 .95 82 -.98"' 
FOR 2.S2 1.87 1.11 93 -1.01'" 
DIF 2.45 1.86 1.12 98 -.94'" 
Occupation 
ACH 3.4S 2.63 1.67 1.24 -.92"' 
MOR 3.S3 2.SS 1.64 1.21 -1.01'" 
FOR 2.27 2.20 .89 .92 -. 88'" 
DIF 2.93 2.48 1.23 1.12 -.94'" 
Note o. = 1 98, listvlise for all subsamples. 
ACH = achievement, MOR =moratorium, FOR= foreclosure, DIF =diffused 
•g :s: .05 ••g s .01 •• . Q s .001 
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Table 8 
Simi larity in Friendship Characteristics and BAlMs Measured by Absolute Di fferences 
Random Pairs Mutual Best friends 
Variable M SD M SD ES 
Friendship Strength 6 .02 4.93 .62 .54 -1 .97""" 
Academic Attitudes 
Positive Aca. Attitudes 3.43 2.89 61 .53 -1.65""" 
Negative Aca. Attitudes 3.63 2.96 .73 64 -1.45""" 
Behaviors 
Academic Achievement 5.22 3.91 1.12 93 -1.61 """ 
Extra Curricular 4.29 3. 50 1.20 99 -1 .69""" 
School Attendance 4.21 4.46 .57 .55 -us··· 
Mutual Substance Use 3.14 3.11 .26 .36 -1.66""" 
Intentions 
Academic Intention 2.83 2.74 2.71 2.51 -.05 
Substance Use Avoidance .71 .71 43 .66 -.41""" 
~..Q!§_ . n - 198, listwise for all subsamples 
ACH =achievement, MOR =moratorium, FOR= foreclosure, DIF =diffused 
"Q ~ .05 • •g ~ .01 · ··g s .00 1 
variances of similarity scores for friends versus nonfriends would then be provided by 
tests of homogeneity of variance such as the Bart let's Box F test. Thus, this test of 
similarity hypothesizes that statistical variance for similarities that are measured by 
arithmetic differences would be statistically significantly less for the best-friend pairs 
than the statistical variance for the random-pairs group. Differences in statistical 
variance were tested with the Bartlett's Box F test for homogeneity of variance. This 
test of friends' similarities using tests of homogeneity of variance may be parallel to the 
testing of similarities by the ANOVA tests of absolute differences discussed above. 
First , as expected , means of arithmetic differences for scores on identity levels, 
friendship strength, and BAlMs scores (Tables 9 and 1 0), clustered around zero for 
friend and nonfriend subgroups. Also, as hypothesized, the standard deviations of the 
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Table 9 
Similarity in Friend's Identity Status Levels Measured by Homogeneity of Variance of 
Arithmetic Differences 
Random Pairs Mutual Best Friends 
-----
Bartlett's Box F 
Variable M so M so Significance 
Identity Subscales 
ACH -.05 10.85 -.22 10.95 
MOR -1.15 11.61 -1.15 10.89 
FOR 64 11.66 -.09 10.13 
OIF -.30 12.03 .09 10.12 
Identity Domains 
Interpersonal 
ACH -.07 1.05 -.02 97 
MOR -.10 1.55 -.18 1.36 
FOR 10 1.40 01 1.22 
OIF -.05 1.31 07 1.07 
Ideological 
ACH 04 1.54 -.02 1.53 
MOE -.12 1.35 -.07 1.27 
FOR 04 1.24 -.02 1.11 
OIF -02 1.40 -.03 1.23 
Identity Content Areas 
Dating 
ACH -.21 2.84 -.05 1.40 
MOR -.08 3.47 - 08 1.53 
FOR 04 3.36 16 1.45 
OIF -.26 3.24 .05 1.36 
Education 
ACH 06 3.92 -.10 1.80 
MOR -.48 3 11 .01 1.66 
FOR -01 3.37 02 1.67 
DIF .23 3.60 -.01 1.75 
Friendship 
ACH -.07 2.42 00 1.11 
MOR -.33 3.92 -.26 1.73 
FOR 35 3.23 -.13 1.49 
DIF 03 3.38 09 1.36 
Lifestyle 
ACH 05 3.12 -.02 1.57 
MOR -.05 2.73 -.03 1.26 
FOR 25 3.14 -.07 1.45 
OIF -.33 3.06 -.02 1.49 
Occupation 
ACH 13 4 .34 .06 2.09 
MOR -.19 4.35 -.20 2.03 
FOR .01 3.17 -.02 1.28 
OIF -.02 3.84 -.07 1.67 
Note n = 198, listwise for all subsamples 
ACH =achievement, MOR =moratorium, FOR= foreclosure, DIF =diffused 
"Q :s; .05 ·· g s: .01 '"""Q :s; .001. 
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Table 10 
Similarity in Friendship Characteristics and BAlMs Measured by Homogeneity of 
Variance of Arithmetic Differences 
Random Pairs Mutual Best Friends 
Bartlett's Box F 
Variable M SD M 
Friendship Strength -.72 7.76 -.01 
Academic Attitudes 
Positive Aca. Attitudes -.37 4.48 -.10 
Negative Aca. Attitudes -.17 4.69 01 
Behaviors 
Academic Achievement -.19 6.53 .12 
E)(tra Curricular -.17 5.54 -.12 
School Attendance -.07 6 .14 01 
Mutual Substance Use -.29 4.42 -.02 
Intentions 
Academic Intention .18 3.94 -.18 
Substance Use Avoid -.04 1.01 -.10 
~- n = 198, llstwise for all subsamples 
ACH =achievement, MOR =moratorium, FOR= foreclosure, DIF =diffused 
·e s: .os ••g s: .o1 ... e s: .oo1 
SD Significance 
.82 
.80 
.97 
1.45 
1.55 
.79 
.45 
3.69 
.79 
simi larity scores, as conceptual equivalents of variance, also appear to be greater in 
magnitude for random pairs than for best-friend pairs. 
These differences in standard deviations were confirmed by the statistica l 
significance calculations for Bartlett's Box F. In addition , as seen in Tables 9 and 10, 
the pattern of statistically significant tests indicating nonhomogeneity of vari ance 
mirrored the between-group ANOVA tests for similarity as measured by absolute 
differences. The results of these two distinct but related tests of friends' similarities 
confirm each other. In addition, the consisten t pattern of similarities for friends within 
content areas suggests, again, that tests of identity level similarities in specific content 
areas may be more productive than testing identity level similarities for identity 
subscales or domains. 
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Discriminant Analysis 
Using similarities (per absolute differences between individual's scores) on identity 
status leve ls a discriminant analysis was hypothesized to generate a statistically 
significant prediction for pair membership in the best-friend subsample versus the 
random-pair subsample. In these tests, identity levels were used to generate the 
independent interval leve l variables, and the cod ing for best friends versus random-pairs 
was the dichotomous dependent variable . 
More specifically, similarity scores on identity status levels (absolute differences) 
of identity subscale scores (viz ., ach ieved, moratorium, foreclosure , diffusion) were first 
used as predictor (independent) variables . The set of four similarity measures on 
identity level scores was conceptualized as a profile of similarity scores that would , as a 
set, provide information that would demonstrate similarity differences between the 
subsamples of best friend s and random pairs. In addition, variables were entered in 
each discriminant analysis in a stepwise procedure to determine which variables could 
provide the greatest discrimination between best-friend and random nonfriend pairs. As 
with al l tests using the discriminant function procedures , statistics were calculated for 
the discriminant function mean (group centroid) differences (Wilk's lambda) , the 
eigenvalue (a ratio of friend-pair/random-pair group variances to within-groups 
variances), and the canonical correlation, a measure of the relationship between the 
discriminant scores and actual group membership. 
When using profiles of identity similarities based on the four identity subscales 
(e.g., achieved, diffused) or across the two identity domains (viz., interpersonal, 
ideological) , the discriminant analyses were not able to determine a pair's membership 
in the best-friend or random-pair groups. Though both tests of classification were 
statistically significant at 2 < .01 , successful classifications marginally exceeded a 50% 
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correct classification provided by chance alone (54.6%, for identity subscales [only 
diffusion was entered in the stepwise procedure; eigenvalue= .02; canonical r = .13, 
Wilk's lambda= .98] , and 56.6% across identity domains [interpersonal diffusion and 
interpersonal foreclosure entered ; eigenvalue= .03; canonical r = .17, Wilks' lambda= 
.97]). 
The final discriminant test for identity leve ls used similarity scores for the 20 
combinations of individual content areas and status subscales (e.g., occupational 
diffusion, dating foreclosure). In this case, the discriminant functions generated for 
classification were able to correctly predict 384 of 396 (91 %) of the pairs of individuals 
(Table 11). This 41% better-than-chance classification was based on a discriminant 
function with an eigenvalue of 1.69, a canonical correlation of .79, and a Wilk's Lambda 
of .37 (statistically significant at Q < .00005). These statistics suggested that similarities 
in best friends' identity levels by content area were the strongest predictors of 
membership in best-friend versus nonfriend groups. More importantly, this predictive 
ability indicated that similarities of friends are greater than nonfriends. 
Table 11 
Discriminant Analysis Classification Results 
Category 
Non friends 
Friends 
198 
198 
Actual D. 
Non friends 
167 
4 
Note. Percent of nonfriend pairs correctly classified: 84.3% 
Percent of friend-pairs correctly classified: 98.0%. 
Total percent of pairs correctly classified: 91 .2%. 
~ ; 396; 198 random pairs and 198 friend pairs. 
"Q < .05 •• Q < .01 ••• Q < .001 
Predicted D. 
Friends 
31 
194 
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With respect to specific identity content areas, 15 of 20 variables for content area 
similarity were accepted in the stepwise procedure as statistically significant contributors 
to the discrim inant function . Also of note was the finding that of the first 8 (of 20) 
variables entered into the discriminant funct ion, 7 (of a possible 8 interpersonal 
variables) were content area variables for interpersonal domains of friendship and 
dating; the 8th interpersonal variable was also one of the total of 15 entered stepwise 
(Table 12). Though both friendship and dating variables had all four identity subscales 
entered, friendship variables had the lowest average entry numbers for order of entry 
(4.75 vs. 7.25 for dating) . In addition, though the order of highest correlations between 
the content area variables entered and the resul ting discriminant function (Table 13) did 
not exactly match the stepwise entry order, interpersonal variables remained in the first 
Table 12 
Variables Entered and Order of Stepwise Entry in Discriminant Procedure 
Content Area 
Dating 
Education 
Friendship 
Lifestyle 
Occupation 
Note. Allg < .0005 
ACH = achievement 
FOR = foreclosure 
Identity Subscale 
ACH 
DIF 
FOR 
MOR 
ACH 
MOR 
ACH 
DIF 
FOR 
MOR 
ACH 
FOR 
DIF 
FOR 
MOR 
MOR = moratorium 
DtF =diffused 
Step Entered Wilks' Lambda 
7 .44 
5 .48 
2 .65 
15 .37 
14 .38 
10 .40 
8 .42 
1 .79 
6 .46 
4 .52 
11 .39 
13 .38 
9 .41 
12 .39 
3 .58 
63 
Table 13 
Correlations Between Variables Entered and Discriminant Function in Decreasing Order 
of Correlation Magnitude 
Step Entered Content Area Identity Subscale 
1 FRN DIF .39 
2 DAT FOR .39 
4 FRN MOR .38 
5 DAT DIF .38 
13 LIF FOR .37 
15 DAT MOR .37 
3 occ MOR .37 
14 EDU ACH .35 
6 FRN FOR .34 
9 occ DIF .34 
11 ace ACH .32 
12 occ FOR .32 
7 DAT ACH .31 
8 FRN ACH .31 
11 LIF ACH .29 
Variables not entered: 
EDU MOR .28 
LIF MOR .27 
LIF DIF .24 
EDU DIF .23 
EDU FOR .23 
Note. r was rounded to two places, but order of listing is based on nonrounded values 
ACH = achievement MOR = moratorium 
FOR= foreclosure OIF =diffused 
DAT=dating EDU=education 
FRN=friendship UF=Iifestyle 
OCC=occupation 
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seven of eight highest correlations. In summary, when using content areas of the 
EOMEI S, groups of friends and nonfriends can be discriminated, and the discrimination 
is apparently guided most strongly by the interpersonal content areas of identity. 
Hypothesis 2: Friendship Duration 
There is a positive relationship between friendship duration and the similarity 
of friends' identity status levels and BAlMs. 
Pearson correlations were used to test for associations between best friends' 
duration variables and friend s' similarities on identity status levels, friendship strength, 
and BAlMs. 
Five indicators of friendship duration were used to test the relationship between 
friendship duration and simi larities of friends' identity status levels , friendship strength, 
and BAlMs. In addition to the mean duration variable described in Chapter Ill, 
perceptions of duration by each individual in a best-friend pair were also tested. Finally, 
though not a direct indicator of how long two individuals were best friends , correlations 
were also generated for a categorica l item that asked for the grade that the respondent 
and the best friend remembered meeting the now best friend . Because there was a 
correlation of .61 (Q < .001) between friendship duration and the grade that the 
respondent recal led first meeting the friend-to-be, an additional test using a variable for 
grade met was considered worthwhile. 
The Pearson correlations for the duration indicators are shown in Table 14 and 15. 
Only 3 of 41 variables tested produced statistically significant correlations with the five 
duration indicators (those likely due to alpha inflation ; equivalent alpha for 5 X 41 
tests= .999997) . Thus, the clear pattern of nonsignificant correlations casts strong 
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Table 14 
Correlations Between Identity Status Levels Scales and Friendshi!;> Duration Indicators 
Duramean Dura_R Dura_F GrademetR GrademetF 
Identity Subscales 
ACH -.02 -.02 -.03 -.08 -.06 
MOR 06 .11 -.04 -.02 .01 
FOR 01 00 .02 01 .06 
DIF .01 .01 -.01 00 .03 
Identity Domains 
Interpersonal 
ACH .01 .00 .02 .00 -.03 
MOR -.01 05 -.06 .07 .05 
FOR 08 08 .07 -.08 -.05 
DIF .01 -.04 -.00 09 .03 
Ideological 
ACH -.07 -.06 -.08 -.06 -.01 
MOR .06 .09 -.02 -.06 -.02 
FOR -.02 -.01 -.00 .05 .11 
DIF .02 05 -.01 -.06 -.01 
Identity Content Areas 
Dating 
ACH -.04 -.05 -.03 -.01 03 
MOR -.05 -.02 -. 11 07 .09 
FOR -.01 -.03 .03 11 .05 
DIF .00 -.01 .03 -.03 -.04 
Education 
ACH 04 03 05 -.05 -.05 
MOR 08 07 .06 -.04 -.03 
FOR -.07 •.10 -.03 .12 11 
DIF 08 07 .08 -.06 -.01 
Friendship 
ACH .09 13 .05 -.08 -.04 
MOR 02 .05 .02 .04 .04 
FOR -.01 01 -.03 -.11 -.06 
DIF .02 -.02 -.02 .07 .09 
lifestyle 
ACH -.14 -.12 -. 16" 08 12 
MOR 05 04 -.00 -.01 .06 
FOR 08 .09 .04 -.04 03 
DIF -.05 -.01 -.03 -.01 -.05 
Occupation 
ACH -.08 -.07 -.08 -.09 -.01 
MOR .02 .04 -02 -.04 .00 
FOR -03 .01 -.05 -.02 -.00 
DIF -.12 -.11 -.12 -.00 04 
Notes Dura mean = mean of friendship durations reported by respondent and friend; ns - 198, listwise. 
Dura_R =friendship duration reported by respondent ; ns = 197, 198, listwise. 
Dura_F =friendship duration reported by friend; ns = 195, 198, listwise 
GrademeiR = grade that respondent reported meeting friend; ns = 194, 198, list\vise. 
Grademe!F = grade that friend reported meeting respondent; ns = 192, 198, listwise 
·g ' .05, (2-1ailed) 
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Table 15 
Correlations of Scales for Friendship Strength and BAlMs with Friendship Duration 
Indicators 
Duramean Dura R Dura F GrademetR 
Friendship Strength 12 14. 08 ·.12 
Academic Attitudes 
Positive Aca. Attitudes 17" 14 19 •• -.06 
Negative Aca. Attitudes 01 01 -.01 01 
Behaviors 
Academic Achievement 04 01 08 -.05 
Extra Curricular 07 .06 02 04 
School Attendance 09 03 12 -.08 
Mutual Substance Use -.03 -.06 01 .08 
Intentions 
Academic Intention 05 .02 .05 .00 
Substance Use Avoidance .13 .11 12 -.04 
Notes. Duramean - mean of friendship durations reported by respondent and friend; o.s - 198, list'wise 
Dura_R = friendship duration reported by respondent; ns = 197, 198, listwise. 
Dura_F =friendship duration reported by friend; ns = 195, 198, listwise 
GrademetR = grade that respondent reported meeting friend; ns = 194, 198, listwise 
GrademetF = grade that friend reported meeting respondent; !JS = 192, 198, listwise 
•g :<; .05 ••g :<; .01 (2-tailed) 
GrademetF 
-.07 
-.04 
.05 
-.02 
05 
-.01 
04 
.02 
-.02 
doubt on the hypothesis that mutually identi fied friendships of longer duration than are 
associated with greater similarities in best friends . 
Hypothesis 3: Grade Levels 
There is a positi ve relationship between school grade level and the similarity of 
friends' identity status levels and BAlMs. 
First, Pearson correlations were generated between grade levels (10, 11, and 12) 
and similarities (measured as absolute differences) on identity status levels and BAlMs 
for best-friend pairs. Only those best-friend pairs that consisted of same-grade friends 
(172 [87%] of 198 pairs) were used in tests of grade level. 
There were no slatistically significant correlations between grade level and any 
similarities for identity subscale, domain, or content area . The only statistically 
significant correlations found were with similarities of positive academic attitudes ([ = 
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.17, 2 = .03), negative academic attitudes (I= .15, Q = .05), school attendance (I= .24, 
2 < .001), and academic intentions (I= .16, Q = .03) . Note that , contrary to 
expectations, these positive correlations with absolute differences indicated that 
similarities decreased, rather than increased, between friends for these academic 
measures . 
A second statistical test for grade-level changes in similarities on identity levels 
and BAlMs was performed using a series of one-way ANOVAs with Tukey-HD post hoc 
tests. Again, few statistically significant differences emerged (6 of a possible 41), with 
most post hoc tests indicating that similarities decreased between friends over time 
(Table 16; because of the volume of related statistics in this test, only the statistically 
significant results are shown) 
Table 16 
Statistically Significant Differences Between Similarities (Measured as Absolute 
Difference.2.) and Grade Level 
101h 111h 121h 
E 
M ~ M ~ M ~ Rat io 
Ideological Moratorium 89' 68 1.25' .80 1.05 79 3.23 
Occupational Achieve 1.50' 1.10 2.11' 1.25 1.65 1.35 3.67 
Occupational Morator. 1.40' 1.11 2.03' 1.27 1.66 1.24 3.95 
Positive Aca. Achiev. .47' .43 .70"b .52 .66b .48 3.78 
School Attendance .as• .79 1.33' 1.00 1.43b 1.10 5.63 
Academic Intentions 2.06" 1.83 3.02' 2.29 3.02b 3.20 3.03 
"Effect size of largest difference 
1. Values with like superscripts are statistically significantly different at a minimum Q < .05 
2. Variables tested were same as 41 the identity, friendship strength, and BAlMs tested in Table • 
3. ns: grade 10, 65; grade 11 , 52; grade 12, 55; Total!'!= 172 
' Q < .05 "Q ' .01. 
ES of 
larg.• 
50 
52 
53 
.48 
.58 
47 
68 
As before, these limited numbers of statistically significant results were su~pect 
due to alpha inflation; however, because academic variables producing statistical 
significance in these tests using ANOVAs were usually the same as those academic 
variables in the corr-elational tests (excepting negative academic attitudes), this pattern 
of results may suggest, albeit weakly, a real change in friends' similarities (toward less 
similarity) across grade levels in these academic domains. 
Hypothesis 4: Friendship Strength 
There is a positive relationship between friends ' perceptions of friendship strength 
and the similarity of friends' identity status levels and BAlMs. 
Pearson correlations were used to test for positive relationships between 
perceptions of friendship strength and the similarity of friends' identity status levels and 
BAlMs. Pearson correlations between best friends ' friendship strength and best friends' 
similarities on identity status levels and BAlMs were hypothesized to be statistically 
significant. 
For this test of the relationships of two best friends' perceptions about the strength 
of their friendship , the mean of the friendship strength scale scores for the individuals in 
the friendship was used to operationalize mean friendship strength. Tables 17 and 18 
list the correlation coefficients for the relationships between mean friendship strength 
and identity levels and BAlMs. 
Contrary to the research hypothesis, these results indicated that greater leve ls of 
mean friendship strength are not generally strong predictors of greater similarities on 
identity scales or BAlMs (Tables 17 and 18). However, a few statistically significant, but 
weak, correlations of friendship strength with similarities were found for best friends ' 
education, friendship, and occupation conten t areas for diffusion, the identity subscale 
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Table 17 
Pearson Correlations Between Mean Friendship Strength and Best Friends' Similarities 
(Measured by Absolute Differences) on Identity Levels 
Identity Level Pearson Correlation 
Identity Subscales 
ACH .05 
MOR .03 
FOR -.01 
D1F -.16" 
Identity Domains 
Interpersonal 
ACH -.10 
MOR -.00 
FOR -.10 
D1F -.12 
Ideological 
ACH .10 
MOR .09 
FOR .05 
D1F -.13 
Identity Content Areas 
Dating 
ACH -.14 
MOR 05 
FOR -.05 
DIF -.05 
Education 
ACH .04 
MOR .04 
FOR .04 
OIF -. 14" 
Friendship 
ACH -.01 
MOR .01 
FOR -.01 
DIF -.20"" 
Lifestyle 
ACH .13 
MOR -.05 
FOR .01 
DIF -.01 
Occupat ion 
ACH .09 
MOR .07 
FOR -.17" 
DIF -.24""" 
Note. Negative correlations indicate a positive relationship betv-1een friendship strength and similarities because smaller 
absolute differences translate to greater similarities 
o = 198, listwise 
ACH =achievement, MOR =moratorium, FOR= foreclosure, DIF =diffused 
• Q ' .05 ""Q ' .01 (2-1ailed) 
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Table 18 
Pearson Correlations Between Mean Friendship Strength and Best Friends' Similarities 
(Absolute Differences) on BAlMs 
BAlM 
Academic Attitudes 
Positive Aca . Attitudes 
Negative Aca. Attitudes 
Behaviors 
Academic Achievement 
Extra Curricular 
School Attendance 
Mutual Substance Use 
Intentions 
Academic Intentions 
Substance Use Avoidance 
Pearson Correlation 
-.15" 
-.21"" 
-.05 
-.13 
-.07 
-.17" 
-.16" 
-07 
Note. Smaller absolute differences translate to greater similariti es. 
n = 198, listwise 
;-12 ' .05 ••12 ' .01 (2-lailed) 
for diffusion, the occupational content area for foreclosure, attitude and intention 
measures for academics, and assessment of mutual substance use. As before, these 
few and scattered relationships are likely due to the increased probability of producing 
statistically significant results wi th a large number of statistical tests performed . 
Hypothesis 5: Gender Differences 
There are gender differences in the magnitudes of similarities in identity status 
levels and BAlMs of friends and gender differences in the relat ionships or similarities 
with friendship strength and duration. 
Similarities 
First , ANOVA tests of absolute difference scores were used to test differences 
between male and female best-friend pairs on similarities. To avoid confusion, it may 
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again be helpful to note that paradoxical sounding phrases, like differences in similarity, 
were necessary to refer to the tests of differences (by gender) that involved measures of 
similarity (which, in turn , often made use of differences in friends' identity levels or 
BAlMs). For these tests of gender differences, measures of friend similarities were 
made exclusively with absolute differences because this test (a) appeared to be more 
sensitive than intraclass correlations, (b) was equivalent to tests of homogeneity of 
variance, (c) allowed a display of means of absolute differences, and (d) allowed 
standardized mean effect sizes to be ca lculated . Results are presented in Tables 19 
and 20. 
Though alpha inflation increases the alpha associated with a 2 = .001 to a 
statistically more valid alpha of .04, females still appear to be statistically significantly 
more similar than males on occupational foreclosure. No other apparent patterns or 
adjusted alphas indicated that differences existed between the degree of similarities in 
identity levels or BAlMs for males and females . 
Duration Strength and Grade Level 
For the next level of complexity, that of testing of gender differences related to 
friendship duration, friendship strength, and grade leve l, qualitative examinations of 
Pearson correlations were used. The gender differences tested were for the 
relationships of best friends' similarities in identity levels and BAlMs with grade level, 
friendship duration, and friend ship strength. Pearson correlations were used to simplify 
the analyses, treating grade level as well as friendship duration and friendship strength 
as interval level measures. Again, the search was for patterns of statistically significant 
correlations rather than isolated positive results. 
Findings listed in Tables 21 and 22 were difficult to interpret, again because of the 
few and scattered results. However, in the spirit of speculative exploration, one general 
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Table 19 
Gender Differences in the Best Friends' Similarities (Absolute Differences) of ld entit~ 
Levels 
Female Male 
ldenlity Level M ~ M ~ ~ 
Identity Subscales 
ACH 9.12 6.10 902 6 .09 0 .02 
MOR 8.24 6.62 9.27 6 .78 -0.15 
FOR 7.56 5.92 8.56 6.71 -0.16 
DIF 7.59 5.98 8.42 6.71 -0.13 
Identity Domains 
Interpersonal 
ACH 0.78 0.58 0.76 0 .60 0.03 
MOR 1.06 0.76 1.18 0 .85 -0.1S 
FOR 0.90 0 .70 1.04 0.81 -0.19 
DIF 0.76 0.62 0.93 0 .72 -0.25 
Ideological 
ACH 1.26 0 .92 1.20 0.87 O.o7 
MOR 1.02 0.73 1.04 0.78 -0.03 
FOR 0 86 0.67 0 .90 0.70 -0 .06 
DIF 0 .93 0.76 0.95 0 .84 -0.02 
Identity Content Areas 
Dating 
ACH 1.12 0.82 1.11 0 .88 O.ot 
MOR 1.22 0.87 1.30 0.88 -0.09 
FOR 1.16 0 .88 1.13 0 .92 O.Q3 
DIF 1.00 0 .92 1.09 0.84 -0.10 
Education 
ACH 1.39 1. 15 1.42 1.09 -0.03 
MOR 1.27 1.06 1.29 1.05 -0.02 
FOR 1.43 1.00 1.13 1.08 0.29' 
DIF 1.29 1.13 1.36 1.19 -0.06 
Friendship 
ACH 0.89 0.67 0.84 0.69 O.o7 
MOR 1.39 1.00 1.46 1.03 -0.07 
FOR 1.11 0 .87 1.23 1.03 -0.13 
DIF 0.97 0.85 1.14 0.92 -0.19 
Lifestyle 
ACH 1.24 1.07 1.13 0 .90 0 .11 
MOR 1.00 0.83 0.86 0.60 0.15 
FOR 1.10 0.86 1.13 1.03 -0.03 
DIF 1.12 0.97 1.13 1.00 -0.01 
Occupat1on 
ACH 1.74 1.28 1.58 1.18 0 .13 
MOR 1.69 1.23 1.56 1.18 0.11 
FOR 0 .7 1 0.83 1.16 0.99 -0.49'" 
DIF 1.15 1.07 1.35 1.19 -0.18 
Note. 0. = 119 females, 79 males, listwise 
ACH =achievement, MOR =moratorium, FOR= foreclosure, DIF =diffused 
• Q ' .05 "' Q ' .001 
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Table 20 
Gender Differences in the Best Friends' Similarities (Absolute Differences) of BAlMs 
Female Male 
BAlM M §Q M §Q ~ 
Academic Attitudes 
Positive Academic Attitudes 0.56 0.48 0.69 0 .59 -0.24 
Negative Academic Attitudes 0.52 0.51 0.65 0 .61 -0 23 
Behaviors 
Academic Achievement 0.76 0.58 0.67 0 .72 0.14 
Extra Curricular 1.08 0.92 1.1 9 0 .93 -0.12 
School Attendance 1.19 1.00 1.21 0 .99 -0.02 
Mutual Substance Use 0.23 0 .26 0.31 0 .47 -0 .22 
Intentions 
Academic Intentions 2.45 2.89 2.60 2 .59 -0.11 
Substance Use Avoidance 0.45 0.69 0.41 0 .63 0.06 
~- n- 119 fema les , 79 males, listwise 
AC H =achievement, MOR =moratorium, FOR =foreclosure, DIF =diffused 
No tests were statlstically significant 
weak pattern appears to have emerged in the correlations between identity levels and 
BAlMs with friendship duration and strength. There may have been a slightly greater 
tendency in male best friends than in female best friends for friendship strength to have 
stalislically significant associations wilh other variables. When comparing these results 
to the tests for hypotheses 3 and 4, it appeared that statistically significant gender 
differences arose in those same areas that demonstrated statistically significant 
relationships with basic tests of similarities of best friends. For example, best friends' 
similarilies in friendship diffusion , occupational diffusion, negative academic attitudes, 
mutual substance use, and academic intentions were also statistically significantly 
related to friendship strength (see Hypothesis 4 above). 
Results also weakly suggested that gender differences may impact the 
association of similarities in identity and BAlMs with friendship duration. However, 
qualitatively, it seemed that no important pattern of relationships by gender for grade 
level with identity and BAlMs was indicated by the results in Tables 21 and 22. In sum, 
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Table 21 
Pearson Correlations by Gender for Relationshi!! of Best Friends' Similarities (Absolute 
Differences) in Identity Levels and BAlMs with Grade Level Friendshi!! Duration and 
Friendshi!! Strength 
Friendship Duration Friendship Strength Grade Level 
Identity Level Females Male Females Males Females Males 
Identity Subscales 
ACH -.07 .02 .13 · .10 03 22 
MOR .04 .04 .06 .04 .07 12 
FOR 0 1 · .06 · .02 03 .13 · .18 
DIF .12 ·.14 ·.14 ·.18 .04 .06 
Identity Domains 
Interpersonal 
ACH -.04 .11 .03 · .31" 14 .07 
MOR -.00 -.06 .02 .00 03 -.09 
FOR .03 .08 · .17 .03 · .01 -.06 
DIF .06 · .08 -.02 · .21 05 -.07 
Ideological 
ACH -.09 · .06 14 .0 1 ·.02 .14 
MOR 06 .05 05 .18 .03 .18 
FOR -.01 -.07 .06 .06 .08 ·.13 
DIF 13 · .15 · .13 · .13 · .03 .11 
Identity Content Areas 
Dating 
ACH -.01 -.09 ·. 10 · .20 11 -.00 
MOR -.07 -.06 .13 -.06 · .04 .07 
FOR · .12 .13 · .12 05 .08 03 
DIF .04 · .03 · .05 ·.02 .10 .06 
Education 
ACH 03 04 .08 -.01 07 .19 
MOR 07 10 00 12 -.09 21 
FOR 00 -.12 .02 -.01 .12 · .10 
DIF .13 -.00 · .20 ' -.05 01 .15 
Friendship 
ACH .05 .16 .07 · .17 .02 .20 
MOR 02 -.02 .01 .04 .04 · .03 
FOR -.00 -.07 · .03 04 · .11 · .14 
DIF .09 ·.13 -.09 -.32" .12 -.10 
Lifestyle 
ACH -.15 -.10 .11 .14 07 -.04 
MOR -.02 19 · .10 .01 -.01 .05 
FOR 05 .10 ·.05 .09 12 -.05 
DIF -.02 -.05 .06 · .11 -.01 02 
Occupation 
ACH -.09 -.04 .13 · .00 .02 .12 
MOR .06 -.01 .03 .11 .05 .17 
FOR -.06 -.05 -.7.t • -.02 -.06 -09 
DIF -.07 · .24' · .18' · .31 " · .17 ·.09 
Note. Friendship Duration: n=1 19 females, 79 males 
Friendship Strength: n= 119 females, 79 males 
Grade Level : n = 104 females , 68 males. 
ACH =achievement , MOR =moratorium, FOR= foreclosure, DIF =di ffu sed 
• Q s .05 •· u" .01 (2-tailed) 
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Table 22 
Pearson Correlations by Gender for Relationship of Best Friends ' Similarities (Absolute 
Differences) in Identity Levels and BAlMs with Grade Level Friendship Duration and 
Friendship Strength 
Friendship Duration Friendship Strength Grade Level 
BAlM Females Male Females Males Females Males 
Friendship Strength .02 27" 18 07 
Academic Attitudes 
Positive Aca. Attitudes 06 28" ·.14 ·.11 22" .10 
Negative Aca. Attitudes 02 13 -.17 ·.24" 06 .27" 
Behaviors 
Academic Achievement 00 02 06 · .24" -.03 .05 
Extra Curricular -.02 10 · .11 · .13 07 .12 
School Attendance 06 04 -.04 ·.12 18 .31 '. 
Mutual Substance Use · .04 · .07 01 ·.31"" .09 .02 
Intentions 
Academic Intentions 04 -.00 -.07 ·.27" .16 .17 
Substance Use Avoidance .03 .30"" -.06 ·.12 -.04 02 
Note. Friendship Duration: n- 119 females, 79 males 
Friendship Strength: I! = 119 females, 79 males 
Grade Level: n = 104 females, 68 males 
• Q !> .05 .. Q s; .01 (2-tailed) 
results from testing of Hypothesis 5 suggest that friendship strength and duration , but 
not grade level, may weakly impact similarities for male friends more than for female 
friends . 
Summary of Results 
There were many specific results that followed from the statistical testing of the 
five primary hypotheses; however, the results may be summarized as follows. 
Identity Similarities 
1. Indicators of similarities were stronger on measures of identity; friendship 
characteristics; and behaviors, attitudes, and intentions for mutual best friends than for 
nonmutual best friends or randomly paired individuals. 
2. Tests of similarity based on group comparisons of difference scores for best 
friends' and nonfriends' scores appeared to produce stronger indications of friend 
similarities than tests based on within-pair scores for friends 
3. Similarity indicators were greater for measures of identity based on specific 
content areas than for measures of identity based on global identity status levels or 
interpersonal and ideological domains. 
4. Similarity indicators were greater for measures of friendship characteristics , 
and behaviors , attitudes, and intentions than for measures of identity. 
Friendship Duration 
Similarities of friends were not statistically significantly related to the duration of 
the friendship. 
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Grade Level 
Though weak, patterns of statistically significant results for tests of difference-
score measures of friends' similarities across grade levels suggested a possible 
reduction of simi larities in academic domains over lime. 
Friendship Strength 
No clear pattern of statistically significant relationships emerged between 
measures of friends' similarities based on difference scores and the means of friends' 
friendship strength scores 
Gender Differences 
Very weak patterns of differences between females and males were found in the 
relationships of identi ty status levels and BAlMs with friendship duration, friendship 
strength, and grade level. 
CHAPTER V 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary of Research Questions 
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Processes stemming from normal adolescent friendship interactions were 
hypothesized to encourage similarities in friends ' identity development. To examine 
these hypothesized similarities in identity status levels, Erikson's theory of psychosocial 
development became the primary framework , while the adolescent friendsh ip pair was 
the primary object of attention. Thus , while studies of identity development have often 
been directed towards individuals (a psychological focus), the study of identity 
development in this study was extended to the wider view of a relationship, the best 
friend pair (a social focus). 
The primary questions for this study addressed whether best friends are similar in 
their identity characteristics , and whether best friends increased their similarity in identity 
characteristics with friendship duration , grade level, and the strength of a friendship . 
Auxiliary questions related to identity characteristics dealt with best friends' similarities 
in behaviors, attitudes, and intentions (BAlMs) across grade levels and friendship 
duration. Final ly, best friend s' similarities in identity and BAlMs were examined with 
respect to friendship strength and gender differences 
Similarities in Identity 
Discussion of Results 
Identity similarities common to all tests . For the question of identity similarities, 
three important results emerged from the testing of hypotheses. First, results strongly 
supported the hypothesis that best friends generally share similar identity 
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characteristics . Common to all the methods used to assess similarity (viz., intraclass 
correlati ons, homogeneity of variance, absolute differences, and discriminant analys is), 
best friends demonstrated strong similarities in levels of foreclosure and diffusion. Thus 
overall , best friends appeared generally more alike than nonfriends in their identity 
status subsca les, domains, and content areas . 
Identity domain similarities. A second important finding was that best friends' 
similarities appeared to be stronger for the interpersonal than for the ideological 
domains of foreclosure and diffusion. More specifically, and as related to the discussion 
of content areas below, best friends seemed to have the strongest similarities in identity 
related to dating and friendship , this again across all methods of similari ty 
measurement. This result is in concordance with previous findings that adolescents 
may tend to apply a greater personal energy towards exploration and reso lution of 
interpersonal issues than ideologica l issues (Akers, 1992). Based on responses from a 
subsample of interviewees in an earlier study (Akers , 1992), it seemed that many 
adolescents were barely cognizant of identity-related questions related to many of the 
content areas. A qualitative view of responses indicated that most appeared to have 
had little awareness of issues related to separation, individuation, future viewing, and a 
need to develop one's self. Typical responses , particularly in the ideological content 
areas, were" .. really don't care that much ... ," " ... doesn't matter right now ... ," " ... I'm only 
in ninth grade .. ," and " ... don't have to worry about that yet ... " Purposeful exploration 
and conscious commitment, the two delimiters of identity status, may be strongly 
mediated by societal opportunities given early adolescents. Also, Erikson's (1963, 
1968) developmental theory emphasizes that the pressures of social norms are key 
factors in initiating age-appropriate saliency to particular identity content areas, with 
79 
substantial attention to interpersonal relationships being sanctioned by society in these 
earlier ages. 
Content area similarities. A third important finding was that similarities in best 
friends' identities were more striking when individual content areas (e.g., dating , 
occupation) were considered, rather than the more global identity domain scales (viz., 
interpersonal, ideological) or subscales (viz., achievement, moratorium, foreclosure, 
diffusion). 
The degree of similarities between best friends on content areas also appeared 
strongest when homogeneity of variance and absolute differences were used to 
measure differences between best friends and random pairs on identity scores (Tables 
7 and 9). For the achieved, moratorium, foreclosure, and diffusion subscales within the 
five content areas examined , the mean effect size for absolute differences between 
similarities for mutual best friends and random pairs was a substantial .94, with a range 
from . 75 to 1.09. Statistical tests that compare groups of best friends to nonfriends on 
difference scores may be more sensitive tests of friends ' similarities than tests that only 
examine similarities by viewing within-pai r measures of best friends' similarities. 
Interpretation of Friends' Identity Similarities 
Content area emphasis. The greater similarities between best friends than 
nonfriends on individual content areas not only support friends' identity similarities in 
specific life contexts, but also provide indirect support for the notion that identity 
research ought to de-emphasize the importance of global identity statuses and 
reemphasize individuals' context specific identities. As discussed in the review of 
literature, some have reported empirical data and supporting theory that point to the 
likelihood that individuals vary in their identity development across different content 
areas (e.g ., Bosma, 1992; Grotevant, 1987). If it is true that individuals exhibit variation 
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across content areas, and that variations are similar for best friends , then it would be 
expected that degree of similarities would be more evident with content areas than with 
the more global summary subscales or domain measures of identity. 
If content areas are important foci of continued research, it might also be valuable 
to extend the study of identity development into additional or reclarified content areas. 
Subsets of the original politics content area might be examined, such as domestic, 
environmental , economic, and international issues. The language of the items for 
ph ilosophical lifestyle would also probably benefit from further theoretical connections to 
personal views about family planning , parenting, sexuality, and ethnicity. 
Foreclosure and diffusion identity levels. In addition to best friends' stronger 
similarities within content areas, there appeared to be greater consistency in best 
friends' similarities across foreclosure and diffusion measured at the level of subscale 
scores , domain, and content areas scores compared to achievement and moratorium 
subscale, domain, and content area scores. This may indicate that an adolescent's 
tendency toward certain BAlMs generalize across content areas more for the 
characteristics of foreclosure and diffusion (both lacking exploration) than for 
achievement and moratorium. 
If achievement and moratorium both contain intrapsychic components for positive 
levels of active exploration, with varying levels of conscious and flexible commitments, 
then results of this study may also support a notion that less ideal, less psychosocia lly 
adaptive, and more polar identity characteristics of foreclosure and diffusion may be 
more fixed in early adolescents' modes of thinking across content areas than 
characteristics for achievement and moratorium. In other words, personality and identity 
characteristics such as a passive , diffused-like , anger masked by an outward attitude of 
"go-with-the-flow," or a rigid foreclosed-like intolerance reported as an overly strong 
commitment , may tend to be expressed more consistently than the type of exploration 
and commitment expressed by characteristics of moratorium or achievemenl. 
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In sum, the primary goal of this study seems to have been mel. The consistent 
results that emerged within the varied analyses and metrics for friends ' similarities have 
established that best friends are similar in their identity characteristics. 
Similarities in Behaviors , Attitudes, and Intentions 
Academic Similarities 
Best friends were clearly more similar than nonfriends on measures related to 
academics. For general positive and negative attitudes towards academics and 
behaviors related to actual scholastic achievement, extracurricular activities, and school 
attendance, effect sizes comparing best friends to nonfriends ranged from 1.33 to 1.69, 
with a mean of 1.54, indicating a substantia lly greater similarity of best friend s than 
nonfriends. These results confirm Epstein 's (1983) research about the relationship 
between friends and the school environment, as well as support similarities in identity 
exploration and commitments assumed related to behaviors and attitudes associated 
with academics 
A discrepant finding was discovered for academic intentions. An intraclass 
correlation of .28 (Q < .001) indicated a 28% variance in similarity accounted for 
between best friends . However, tests using homogeneity of variance and absolute 
differences indicated no statistically significant greater similarity between best friends 
than random pairs. Though the Cronbach's alpha was a relatively weak .61 , the 
intercorrelations between the measure of academic intentions and other academic 
scales were strong (see correlat ion matrix in Appendix 1), as would be expected 
because items for the academic intentions scale were a subset of other academic 
scales (as explained in Chapter Ill) . Further work is clearly needed to resolve the 
contradictory results for the tests of friends' similarities in measures of academic 
intentions. 
Substance Use Similarities 
82 
Best friends' similarities were evident in perceptions of mutual behavioral 
involvement in substance use, indicated by a merging of the respondent 's reports of 
self- and friend-use of alcohol and cigarettes , which was referred to as mutual 
substance use in this study. Consistent wi th much previous research (e.g., Kandel , 
1978a, Glynn, 1981), both the intraclass correlation (.78, Q < .001) and the effect size 
for absolute differences (1 .66, Q < .001) provided strong evidence for friends' similarities 
in mutual substance use. Intentions to avoid the use of alcohol and cigarettes in the 
future were also similar between best friends (intraclass correlation , .27, Q < .001; effect 
size= .41, Q < .001 ). Best friends ' concurrence of perceptions about mutual substance 
use and intentions for future avoidance of substances was also consistent with a vast 
literature concerned with correlations between friends on substance use and the 
implications for possible influences that friend s may exert on another (see further 
discussion below). 
Effect of Subsample Characteristics on Similarities 
It was possible that findings about the similarity of best friends may have been due 
to differences in the measured characteristics of the friend and random subsamples. 
Ranaom pairs were creaied from tne pool of 1 ,'i49 respondents (420 ihai could be 
matched with a named best friend, 430 who could be matched with nonmutual best 
friends , and the 309 that could not be matched; see Table 4). If those who could be 
matched differed in their identity development or behaviors, attitudes , and intentions 
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from those who could not be matched with friends, then the nature of the pair 
similarities may also have been affected . Though difficult to predict how differences in 
identity and BAlMs might affect the relative degree of similarities (also a measure of 
differences) in friend pairs versus random pairs, comparisons of identity and BAlMs 
were made between the three subsets of friend pairs used in this study. 
Differences between the individuals in the each of the subsamples of mutual best 
friends en = 396, from 198 pairs) , nonmutual best friends en= 198, only the respondents 
from 198 pairs), and randomly matched individuals en= 396, from 198 pairs) were 
tested with one-way ANOVA procedures . The dependent variables were each of the 
ident ity status levels and BAlMs used in previous tests of similarities (e.g., see Tables 5 
and 6). No statistically significant differences were found between groups in the BAlMs. 
However, statistically significant higher levels of identity diffusion (];§ = .18, 2 ~ .05), 
interpersonal diffusion (ES" .33, 2 ~ .001 ), dating diffusion, (ES " .17, 2 ~ .05) , 
friendship diffusion(];§= .23, 2 ~ .001) , and occupational foreclosure (ES = .14, 2 ~ 
.05) were found for the individuals in random pairs than for those in mutual best friend 
pairs. When individuals in mutual best friend pairs were compared to those in 
nonmutual friend pairs, findings were generally similar, though of weaker magnitude 
(except for a slightly increased level of interpersonal foreclosure by respondents in 
nonmutual pairs) . 
Also of note was the finding that statisti cally significant group differences existed for 
25 of the 42 variables tested (most identity diffusion and foreclosure levels and all but 
one of the BAlMs), if all individuals who could be matched with a mutual best friend en= 
420) were compared to the group that consisted Q!})y of individuals that could not be 
matched with any named friends en= 309). 
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Thus it appears that identity diffusion and foreclosure are greater for interpersonal 
domains for individuals that could not be matched with a friend than for those that could 
be matched. The increased diffusion seems consistent with other find ings that 
generally associate diffusion with a lack of friendship strength and qualities. Thus, 
some differences appeared to exist between the three subgroups used in this study on 
identity diffusion and, to a lessor degree, forecl osure; however, because the random 
subsample was a mix of all respondents, the differences were diluted. 
The question remains as to whether the differences between subsamples in identity 
levels and BAlMs could lead to the differences in similarities that were observed in this 
study . In other words, if the individuals in the random pairs had a mean diffusion level 
greater than ·those in the mutual best friend pairs, would that tend to exaggerate or 
weaken a finding that the mutual best friends were more similar in diffusion than the 
random pairs? It appears unlikely. By analogy, basketball players have a greater mean 
height than the general population , but that sharing of stature by basketball players 
would not likely decrease the similarities of basketball players ' heights relative to 
similarities of height in other portions of the population . Therefore, it is assumed that 
differences in mean values for identity levels and BAlMs did not account for the greater 
mean similarities for best friends 
Friendship Duration and Changes 
in Best Friends' Similarities 
Contrary to expectations, there was no apparent relationship between friendship 
duration and the similarity of friends' identity status levels and behaviors, attitudes, and 
intentions. Whether assessed as a direct average of the two best friends ' estimates of 
the time that each remembered being best friends , assessed by each friend individually, 
or assessed as the grade that each individual remembered meeting the best friend , no 
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statistically significant correlational indicators of similarity for any measures were 
found. 
Friendship Duration and Identity 
The lack of increased similarities in identity concur with Akers' (1992) earlier study 
of identity similarities. By assuming appropriate methodological sensitivity, these results 
support the idea that, typically, initial selections of best friends may be more important to 
identity similarities than mutual socializational influences of best friends over time. 
Direct longitudinal assessments of identity similarities will be needed to resolve these 
surprising results. If similarities of friends' identity continue to be found to remain stable 
with increased duration of a friendship, explanations for individuals' identity development 
may logically exclude influences due to the closest of peer relationships. The prospect 
that a best friend contributes no significant influence upon one's identity development 
over time would be difficult to reconcile with present knowledge about adolescent 
psychosocial processes and friendship 
Friendship Duration and Behaviors 
Attitudes and Intentions 
Results of this study concerning the relationship between friends' behavior and 
attitude similarities and friendship duration are at odds with previous studies on 
academics and substance use (e.g., Epstein, 1983; Fisher & Baumen, 1988; Kandel, 
1978b; Urberg , 1992). A reason for finding nondependence between friendship duration 
and best friend similarities on behaviors and attitudes may simply be that previous 
works on Increased similarities were appropriately based on longitudinal studies. 
However, longitudinal studies most often have been based on a relatively short period of 
time between assessments (typically one year), rather than perceptions of friendship 
durations that , in this study, tended to average four times greater (M = 4.4 years , SO = 
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3.6, range .13 to 17.5 years, mode= 3 years) . Longitudinal studies over shorter periods 
of time may be detecting short-term changes that are not reflected in longer durations 
perceived by best friends . 
While mean friendship duration of 4.4 years is not out of line with previous studies, 
it is somewhat greater than previous estimates that tend to range from 1 to 5 years 
(Crockett et al., 1 984). However, this greater friendship duration is reasonable given the 
relatively stable community that surrounds the surveyed high school. This is a reminder 
that this sample may also not be congruent wi th samples used in other studies. 
In addition to differences among studies in the time periods used to study changes 
in friends' similarities, most previous studies have not constructed a similarity metric 
based on direct assessment of each friend in a best friend pair. Instead , many studies 
(e.g ., Agnew, 1 985; Bailey & Hubbard, 1991; Farre ll & Danish, 1 993) have exclusive ly 
used the perceptions of the respondent to report the characteristics of the friend. 
Finally, perceptions of friends on the duration of their friendship may not be the 
appropriate variab le to indicate the actual time spent inte racting or the degree of implied 
processes and interactions assumed to bring about changes in friend s' similarities. 
Multiple, direct assessments over time may be required to detect real change in best 
friends' simi larities and valid relationships between changes and friendsh ip duration. 
Grade Level Differences in Best Friends' Similarities 
Grade Level and Similarities in Identity 
In general , there was little evidence for change in friends ' identity similarities for 
differing grades . Though identity scores of individuals tended to differ across grade 
levels , with moratorium, foreclosure, and diffusion scores demonstrating a slight 
tendency to be lower with grade level, while interpersonal achievement scores tended to 
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be slightly higher with grade level (Table H1), like patterns in tests of differences in best 
friend pairs' similarities were not apparent (Table 16). It appears that while individuals 
may change over grade levels, the degree of similarity of best friends may not. It should 
be noted here that even though older individuals had a potential for friendships of 
greater duration, there were also no statistically significant relationships between 
friendship duration and the three grade levels of friends . Thus, assessments of 
relationships between grade levels and friendship duration may be considered 
independent. Again, these findings may be at odds with theory and research, which 
suggest that with grade level (and age) would come a greater sense of commitment as 
marked by an increase in achievement characteristics. This increased commitment, 
particularly in the interpersonal domain to certain desired friendship characteristics , 
might arguably lead to increased similarities in identity. As before, a longitudinal 
examination of identity changes over grade levels may lead to different conclus ions than 
inferences based on the present cross-sectional data 
Grade Level and Similarity in Behaviors 
Attitudes and Intentions 
Some evidence for differing similarity across grades was demonstrated by the 
measures of behaviors, attitudes, and intentions with respect to academics (i.e., 
academic attitudes, school attendance , and academic intentions; see Table 16), but not 
substance use. However, it appeared that best friends in higher grade levels were less 
similar than best friends in lower grade levels. This reduction in similarity of 
academically related measures suggests that pairs of older friends share fewer 
similarities in academic behaviors and attitudes than pairs of younger friends. Also, 
notice that statistically significant differences for individuals (see Table H2) tended to 
indicate lower scores on academic achievement and attendance across grade levels. 
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These were the same academic areas that showed changes in best friends ' similarities, 
thus raising a question about the relationsh ip between statistical tests of differences 
using individual scores and similarity scores (also a difference score). Additional work 
needs to be done to explore relationships between the construction of metrics based on 
difference (or similarity) scores and statistical tests that indicate group differences of 
those metrics. 
As discussed above, there were general increases, albeit weak, in levels of identity 
achievement of the full sample of individual students , along with decreases in levels of 
identity foreclosure. Though not strong , these trends support theoretical notions about 
identity development and the observations made in a qualitative study of 16 best-friend 
pairs from a local high school (Akers, 1992). Individuals demonstrating achieved 
characteristics often befriended individuals ostensively quite different in specific views 
and interests. Though these differences may appear inconsistent with the present 
results indicating identity similarities in specific content areas, note that changes in 
specific behaviors and attitudes are not inconsistent with similarities in general identity 
exploration and commitment. 
Differences in Best Friends' Similarities with 
Mean Friendship Strength 
No consistent patterns of relationships were found between friends' perceptions of 
mean friendship strength and similarities in identity and behaviors, attitudes, and 
intentions. However, weak patterns of correlations were indicated, including those 
between friendship strength and best friends' similarities in levels of identity diffusion for 
education, friendship, and occupation. These resu lts were interesting, particularly when 
comparing the above results to direct bivariate correlations between individuals' 
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reported friendship strengths and diffusion levels. As shown in Appendix I, and in line 
with research presented in Chapter II , individuals' reported friendship strength tended to 
be higher when individuals ' diffusion scores were lower (r = -.35). Yet, according to the 
above patterns for two friends' mean friendship strength, greater friendship strength 
predicted more similar diffusion levels. Thus, in combination, these results indicate that 
if friends' perceived friendship strengths are higher, then the friends were more likely to 
have lower levels of diffusion as well as more similar levels of diffusion. Yet, th is 
pattern may be a result of the nesessary linear relations between simple raw scale 
scores and the absolute differences calculated as metrics for similarity. Aga in, the 
importance of these relations is lessened by the possibility that statistical relationships 
may exist where real psychosocial relationships do not For this reason, analyses on 
friendship strength are viewed with caution. 
Tentatively, it is concluded that best friends' similarities on identity and behaviors, 
attitudes , and intentions are not associated with perceptions about the strength of their 
friendship. In other words, best friends my be quite similar on their levels of 
achievement, but the friend pair may or may not view their friendship as strong. 
Again, more work needs to be done to sort out confounds introduced by measures of 
similarity. 
Gender Differences 
Differences for Best-Friend Pairs 
Tests for the direction and magnitudes of gender differences in best friends' 
similarities were not guided by theoretically derived hypotheses. Though the works of 
Archer (1992), Erikson himself (1968) ,Gilligan (1982), and Patterson et al. (1992), have 
pointed to possible gender differences for identity development, similarities in identity by 
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gender have not been pursued . Some might argue that there are gender differences in 
general degree of conformity desired or expected by best friends in a friendship; 
however, no studies were found that tested differences between female and male 
friends . Results of this study (Table 18) provide almost no evidence for gender 
differences in the similarities in identity level of best friends. 
Gender Differences for Individuals 
Although the focus of this study has been on best friend P.2l!: similarities , rather than 
individuals' characteristics , for completeness , evidence of gender differences in identity 
will now be presented. As above, many have contended that , as individuals, females 
and males would tend to demonstrate differences in identity characteristics. Females 
have been expected to show higher levels of identity achievement than males in the 
interpersonal content areas (viz., dating , friendship in this study), while males have been 
expected to show higher levels than female s in the ideological content areas (viz 
occupation , education, philosophical lifestyle in th is study) (Archer, 1992; Patterson et 
al. , 1992). However, the review by Patterson et al. (1992) also concluded that studies 
had been inconclusive, and went on to make a complex argument that gender 
differences varied across studies due to both " ... cohort and measurement effects .. 
(p. 19) A post hoc analysis (Table H3) partially confirmed Archer's (1989) conclusions 
that gender differences do exist (e.g., males tended to be more foreclosed than females 
and females tended to be more achieved than males on interpersonal domains) . Yet, 
unlike Archer's observations, gender differences in this study were not always "minimal" 
(Archer, 1989, p. 136), nor Old iemales tend to be more diffused than males. Eftect 
sizes on diffusion across content areas were moderate and consistently pointed to 
males as the more diffused sex (mean= .36; range: -.26 to -.48) , as was also found 
recently by Markstrom-Adams and Adams (1995). 
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In summary, though the students assessed in this study demonstrated many gender 
differences found in previous studies, both for identity and BAlMs (see also Chapter Ill ), 
females and males did not show any differences in the simi larities of best friends . Once 
again, results of this study may be raising a caveat about possible conceptual and 
statistical difficulties in assessing differences of similarities, scores which are, in turn, 
also based on differences of scores. 
Implicati ons 
The results of this study and numerous other identity-related investigations reported 
over the nearly 30 years since James Marcia introduced his "identity status" 
operationalization of Erikson's concept of identity development (Lavoie, 1994) suggest 
that adolescent friends share important similarities in identity and behaviors, attitudes, 
and intentions related to identity. However, the important implications of adolescent 
similarity possibly reach far beyond the relatively simple questions about similari ties in 
best friends . It seems that an important problem exists in much research , including this 
study, about adolescent friends' similarities. Adolescent friends' simi larities have often 
been used to confirm, though erroneously (Berndt & Savin-Williams, 1993; Tolan & 
Loeber, 1993), many adults' fea rs about friends' influence. Adolescen t friends have 
been implicated as overly powerful agents of initiation into negative behaviors such as 
illicit substance use. 
Though this and many other studies have helped to establish that adolescent 
friends share much in common, this and similar cross-sectional studies do not (cannot) 
establish '!'illY best friends are similar. Relatively few attempts have been made to 
determine the causal direction of friends' interactions that lead to similar identities, 
behaviors, attitudes, and intentions. 
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The appropriate questions to ask may be : are similarities of friends a contributor to, 
or merely a reflection of, an adolescent's behaviors, attitudes, and intentions related to 
identity development? As Cohen (1977, 1983) found , there is a multitude of possible 
reasons that friends tend to be similar. Are adolescent best friends similar because 
adolescents select friends based on preexisting similarities in patterns of behaviors, 
attitudes and intentionality (differential selection), or are friends similar because of 
ongoing mutual influences (reciprocal influences), as argued by Chassin, Presson, 
Sherman, Montello, and McGrew (1986)? In other words, do friends affect changes , or 
do friends merely facili tate li fe course movements in the direction that individuals are 
already headed? 
A reasonable hypothesis is that friends' differential selections and reciprocal 
influences are both important contributors; yet , what is needed are more studies that 
move beyond cross-sectional designs. While many studies have found correlations 
between the behaviors, attitudes, and intentions of friends, efforts to disentangle the 
possible effects of reciprocal influence and differential selection on friend's similarities 
have been less decisive (Berndt & Savin-Williams , 1993). 
To make the studies of friend s' similari ties meaningful , particularly wi th respect to 
identity development, it seems that a full cohort-sequential longitudinal design would be 
needed. To estimate the degree to which increased similarities are due to initially 
shared characteristics expressed through an initial friend selection versus later 
reciprocal influences, comparisons are required of changes in friends' and nonfriends ' 
similarities in identity status levels across time , adjusting for maturational changes 
(assessing cohort changes as a whole). 
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Limitations 
The validity of conclusions drawn from this study of friends' similarities is limited to 
the degree that the assessment methods and study design minimized bias (Campbell & 
Stanley, 1963). These are issues of validity more fundamental than the questions about 
cross-sectional designs raised above. Inaccuracies were introduced into this study by 
the fundamental nature of a self-response, written survey that is administered by 
teachers in a classroom setting. Such a format differentially taps respondents' 
perceptions, both in terms of sincerity and accuracy. Also, there was no way to 
determine differences that might have existed between those students who were 
present and chose to participate versus those students who were absent or declined 
participation. In addition, it continues to be difficult, if not impossible to maintain 
confidentiality and yet accurately identify respondents and their best friends so that 
friends can be matched and examined as best-friend pairs (Kandel, personal 
communication, March 20, 1994). The necessary lack of confidentiality required that 
statistics involving responses to sensitive items be viewed with extra caution 
Realistically, it seems that these types of threats to validity cannot be eliminated, but 
can only be balanced by examining parallel results over many research designs. 
It is also important to acknowledge that a study such as this one is a mix of both 
hypothesis testing and scale validation. The primary hypothesis concerning friends' 
similarities on identity characteristics was tested using a modified version of the 
EOMEIS, which had a preliminary reliability and validation study performed. Auxiliary 
hypotheses involving behaviors , attitudes, intentions, friendship strength , and friendship 
duration required that reliability and validity analyses based on the full sample be 
conducted, and then be applied to the friend subsamples. As previously discussed in 
Chapter Ill, the reliability of scales varied greatly; however, this was not considered a 
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threat to increasing improper rejections of null hypotheses. Because conclusions drawn 
in this study have an admittedly tenuous link to how well given items or sets of items 
reflect intended constructs, this study emphasized the demonstration of patterns, rather 
than statistically significant, but isolated, positive results. Therefore, concerns that the 
measures used in this study may not have been sufficiently sensitive to changes in 
friends' similarities suggest a need to focus on the development and validation of 
measures of change 
As with any sampling frame limited in geographical and cultural breadth , and use of 
a correlational design, this study contained threats to generalizability (external validity) 
and causal interpretations (internal validity). Because the sample for this study was a 
primarily Anglo sample from a relatively nonurban community of primarily Mormon 
families, the generalizability of these simi lari ties across other populations is 
questionable. In particular, the predominately Mormon culture of Utah has been 
described by some as encouraging greater levels of foreclosure in the socialization or 
its children than the general population or other stales. On the other hand , given the 
correlations between identity scales and those behaviors, attitudes , and intentions that 
have been previously shown to be similar between friends (academics and substance 
use), the present finding of identity similarities would likely apply to many other 
populations outside of Utah. This study was also necessarily nonexperimental, and thus 
the lack of a control group with mndom assignment makes mere speculation of any 
causal attributions made about the possible effects over time of friendship duration , 
grade level changes, friendsh ip strength , and gender. However, given the lack or 
consistent patterns across many variables that would indicate changes in friend 
similarities, it lessens the likelihood that any real changes in friends' similarities masked 
threats to validity caused by history and other cohort differences. 
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Concluding Remarks 
The findings of this study provided clear support for the primary hypothesis ; namely, 
that adolescent best friends' similarities in identity, behaviors, and attitudes do exist. 
What seems most important for future work is that the limited time frame of this cross-
sectional study design be extended. It is crucial to fin d longitudinal evidence that helps 
to confirm or deny the lack of changes over time in best friends' similarities that were 
indicated by th is study. It will be exciting, if not perplexing , if best friends turn out to 
select each other at a certain level of identity similarity and then maintain relatively 
constant levels of similarities over time. 
The question of real changes in friends' similarities over the duration of a friendship 
holds important theoretical and practical consequences. Theoretically, no change in 
friends' similarities over time would clearly imply that either identity commitments are 
firmly established for most adolescents by grade 10, or that changes in commitments 
occur at a very low rate . If so, then identity development is a process not necessarily 
quick to adapt to active explorations or exposure to ongoing life experiences. 
In the language of friendship selection versus influence, a lack of change in frien ds' 
similarities would suggest that further theoretical work ought to focus on the nature of 
selection processes rather than influence processes. Is friendship selection a process 
that can be explained in terms of social or psychological variables? Or is the friendship 
selection process also an active, purposefu l process that ascribes a personal 
responsibility to an adolescent for the choice of friends she or he makes? If changes in 
stmi larity cannot be detected, researchers will likely be obliged to examtne much eariter 
developmental processes, or further address difficult issues of what the terms 
commitment and selection may imply for the scientific examination of interpersonal 
interactions and intrapsychic processes. 
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If selection, rather than influence , turns out to be the key to friends' similarities, 
then there will be a powerful and practical message to parents and school personnel 
who wish to effect changes in the behavior of students . Parents, school counselors , 
and other interested authorities could no longer look to an adolescent's best friend as a 
decisive source of influence, negative or positive. Obviously, much convincing evidence 
would be required before friends would be ignored in the explanation of an adolescent's 
behavior. Nonetheless, when looking for reasons for friends' similarities, the current 
findings point one away from the adolescent's friends . Instead , the focus is directed 
toward the adolescent's previous development, past and present commitments, and 
choices that have lead to present friendship selections. 
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Appendix A 
Validity of Friendship Strength Measure 
107 
Table A1 
Friendship Survey Items Used to Assess Degree of Friendship Strength 
1 My best friend and I like to do all the same krnds of things 
2 My best friend can be irritating a lot of the time (reversed scored) 
3. It is easy for us to talk about anything, including personal problems 
4 Too o~en , my best friend acts like they think I'm stupid (reversed scored) 
5 My best friend seems to always be able to say the right thing at the right time 
6 No matter what, my best friend always seems to be there to help 
7 My best friend seems to ask for a lot more favors than are returned (reversed scored). 
8 I have complete and total trust in my best friend 
Response Skewness of Friendship Strength Measure 
In the earlier identity similarity study (Akers, 1992), distinctly skewed response 
distributions were found for the friendship strength items, which retrospectively was 
expected, given the defined sample of best-friends. Because of resulting "ceiling 
effects" of skewed distributions, the present eight items (Table A 1) were rewri tten 
versions of the originals, this in an attempt to create greater response variance 
However, visual examination of the distributions for the eight variables of this study 
again indicated skewed responses; it con tinued to be difficult to avoid "strongly agree" 
responses about best friends . Because non-normality is a threat to the validity of 
parametric statistics, confidence in the interpretation of results depended on generally 
accepted assumptions of the robustness of parametric procedures. 
As a test of the construct validity of the friendship strength scale, a factor 
analysis was performed on the eight items following a reversal of the three negatively 
worded items to match the positive sense of the other fi ve items (Table A2). 
Table A2 
Factor Loadings for Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix of Friendship Strength Items 
Item 
9. 
6. 
11. 
8. 
4. 
7. 
5 
10. 
Positive Items 
.80 
.77 
.68 
.65 
.56 
11 
.25 
.08 
Note Item numbers refer to items in Table A1 on previous page 
Negative Items 
(scores reversed) 
.09 
.01 
.29 
.24 
.1 1 
.76 
76 
.75 
This emergence of a two factor solution appears similar to Carmines and Zeller's 
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(1979) report of the separation of items in a self-esteem scale into two factors , based on 
positive versus negative wordings (again, with scores appropriately reversed). When 
the negative items of the friendship strength scale were not receded, an ambiguous set 
of two factors were produced (the negatively worded items loaded equally on both 
factors, making interpretation difficult). It was decided that the factor analysis (with 
recodings) did not contradict the use of a total friendship scale of summed items, as 
originally intended 
Assumptions for Factor Analyses 
Note that in this and all subsequent factor analyses performed for this study, factors 
were initially extracted by the principal components method and then rotated using 
varimax rather than oblique methods. 
Gender Differences in Friendship Strength 
Returning to the validity of the Friendship Strength measure, tests were made of 
gender differences in perceptions of friendship strength. Consistent with previous 
research and theory (Bell, 1981; Bukowski, Newcomb, & Hoza, 1987; Sharabany, 
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Gershoni, & Hofman, 1981; Youniss & Smollar, 1985) gender differences were usually 
found for individual items that make up the friendship strength scale as well as for the 
total scale score (females scores higher, effect size = .48, Q < .001; Table A3). 
Females tended to give responses that indicated a stronger sense of intimacy (items 3 
and 5) and trust (items 6 and 8), while males tended to react more strongly to the 
negative side of intimacy and issues of fairness (items 2 and 7). 
Table A3 
Statistically Significant Gender Differences for Individual Items of Friendship Strength 
Scale 
Females Males 
Variable M so M so ES 
My best friend and I like to do all the same l~inds of things 5.03 .83 5.01 83 
2 My best friend can be irritating a lot of the time 2.63 1.41 303 1.41 -.28"" 
3 II is easy for us to talk about anything, including personal problems 5.52 91 4.77 1.27 .69""" 
4 Too often, my best friend acts like they think I'm stupid 2.27 1.43 2.30 1.42 
5 My best friend seems to always be able to say the right thing 
at the right time 4.85 .99 4.31 1.12 51""" 
6 No matter what , my best friend always seems to be there to help 5.33 97 4.81 1.01 53""" 
My best friend seems to ask for a lot more favors than are returned 2.24 1.38 2.57 1.43 -.23" "" 
8 I have complete and total trust in my best friend 5.33 1.07 5.21 99 12" 
Total Scale score average 4.99 71 4.65 .71 4e·· · 
Note. n- 547 females, 574 males, listwise on items 
Q ~ .05 ... Q~ .001 
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Appendix 8 
Validity of Identity Status Level Measures 
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Table 81 
Summary of Reliability and Validity Indicators for the Original EOMEIS 
Reliability 
1. Internal Consistency: Cronbach-alphas ranged from .30 to .89, with a median alpha of 
.66, across subscales; tested in 13 studies. 
2. Test-Retest: Correia lions ranged from .59 to .82, with a median stability correlation of 
.76, across subscales; tested in three studies. 
Validity 
Split-Half: Correlations ranged from .1 0 to .64 across subscales; total identity score 
correlations with subscale scores ranged from .37 to .68; tested in one study. 
1. Criterion: 
a. Predictive: Evidence across studies of personal cognitions, social cognitions, 
behaviors, family factors, and demographic variables lent satisfactory support for 
prediclive validity. 
b. Concurrent: The EOMEIS and Identity Status Interview have " .. moderate to high 
agreement in status classification" (p. 50). 
2. Construct: 
Most factor ana lyses using the domain scores (e .g., interpersonal achievement, 
ideological foreclosure) indicated a three- rather than a four-factor solution that would 
have idea lly represented the four identity subsca les (viz. achievement, moratorium, 
foreclosure , diffusion) . However, it was concluded that significant variance shared by 
the diffusion and moratorium scales caused them to load on a single factor (see 
detailed discussion below) . ConvergenVdiscriminant correlations demonstrated 
satisfactory related values . 
Note. Summary information taken from Adams, Bennion, and Huh (1987). 
In addition to the predominately college samples used in most studies cited in Table 
81 above, a sample of 6,975 grade 7 to grade 12 adolescents from Arizona were also 
administered the original EOMEIS (Jones & Hartmann, 1988). Alpha levels ranged from 
.75 (for diffusion) to .85 (for foreclosure) . Also, in an earlier study (Akers, 1992), the 
original EOMEIS had subscale alphas ranging from .66 (for achievement) to .86 (for 
foreclosure) . 
Reliability and Validity of the Modified EOMEIS 
The prelim inary va lidation study of the modified EOMEIS used a sample of 225 
college students (most in their first year) . The 40-item modified EOMEIS had 
Cronbach's alphas ranging from 0.61 to 0.73 (median= 0.67) for the four EOMEIS 
subscales (viz., achievement, moratorium, foreclosure , and diffusion). The factor 
structure was also similar to the original EOMEIS structure described above. 
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Estimates of reliability for the modified EOMEIS as used in Friendship Survey for 
this study, are presented in Table 82 . Cronbach alphas for the identity subscales 
ranged form .71 to .79 (median= .76). Cronbach alphas of the identity domains (e.g ., 
interpersonal achievement, ideological diffusion) and content areas (e.g., education , 
lifestyle) ranged from -.03 to .86. 
For three reasons. it was decided to use all identity scales, irrespective of the 
magnitudes of alphas. First , though hardly a decisive rationalization, the numbers of 
items in the various scales were small (usually two; at most, ten) , thus alphas wou ld 
tend to be small partly due to the sensitivity of Cronbach's alpha to numbers of scale 
items. Second, low reliabilities do not inflate Type I errors, thus there are no biases 
toward erroneous favorable results (though Type II errors are also increased; thus the 
power to detect actual differences when they exist was weakened). Finally, a qualitative 
approach called pattern matching (Trochim, 1985) augmented statistical procedures. In 
the case of identity levels across identity subscales , domains, and content areas, 
pattern matching encouraged consideration of consistencies in results across the many 
logical subscales of any version of the EOMEIS. Of part icular interest were possible 
variations in results when considering individual content areas (e.g., dating , education, 
occupation) , per Grotevant's (1987) discussion of the possible variability in an 
individual's identity statuses across differing contexts . 
Table 82 
Cronbach Alphas for Modified EOMEIS 
Variable Alpha 
Identity Subscates 
ACH .74 
MOR 71 
FOR .79 
DIF 78 
Identity Domains 
Interpersonal 
ACH .26 
MOR .59 
FOR .67 
DIF 51 
Ideological 
ACH 83 
MOR 68 
FOR .71 
DIF .76 
Identity Content Areas 
Dating 
ACH -.03 
MOR 46 
FOR .54 
DIF .40 
Education 
ACH .77 
MOR .52 
FOR .58 
DIF .69 
Friendship 
ACH 20 
MOR 49 
FOR 49 
DIF .58 
Lifestyle 
ACH .50 
MOR -.04 
FOR .48 
DIF 30 
Occupation 
ACH .86 
MOR .64 
FOR .66 
DIF .78 
Number or Items 
10 
10 
10 
10 
NOTE· ACH - Achieved. MOR =Moratorium FOR- Forclosed, DIF = Diffused 
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Factor Analyses 
Validation of the modified EOMEIS was challenging , when based on considerations 
of factor analyses. Factor analyses (with principal components extraction and varimax 
rotation) of the identity subscales differed from previous studies, both in comparison to 
the original EOMEIS (Adams, Bennion , & Huh, 1987) as used with college and high 
school samples, as well as the validation study conducted for the present modified 
EOMEIS using college students. 
Using scores for the identity subscales based on the interpersonal and ideological 
domains, and with the number of factors generated being limited only by a criteria that 
factors had eigenvalues ~ 1, previous studies (Adams, Bennion, & Huh, 1987) have 
reported factor analyses that typically produced three factors. One factor was 
consistently made up of the interpersonal and ideological scales for achievement, a 
second factor was made up of the interpersonal and ideological scales for foreclosure, 
and a third factor was made up of the interpersonal and ideological scales for both 
moratorium and diffusion. In the past , this three-factor, rather than an expected four-
factor, solution has been accepted as being the result of the apparent strong 
relationship that exists between characteristics of moratorium and diffusion (Adams, 
Bennion, & Huh, 1987). 
As Table 83 shows, for the modified EOMEIS used in the present Utah study with 
high school students, a four-factor solution emerged that differed from the factor 
solutions reported by previous studies of co llege students, both with the original and 
with the modified versions of the EOMEIS. The high school solution was also difficult to 
interpret. The only factor containing both domain scales of a single type of identity 
subscale was the factor containing interpersonal foreclosure and ideological foreclosure . 
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Table 83 
Factor Analysis of Modified EOMEIS by Interpersonal and Ideological Identity Domains 
for Utah High School Sample (Number of Factors Constrained by Eigenvalues > 1) 
Factor 1 
lnter-MOR .74 
ldeo-DIF .74 
lnter-DIF .85 
Inter-FOR -.10 
Ideo-FOR 30 
ldeo-ACH -.02 
ldeo-MOR .24 
lnter-ACH .01 
R' 29.5% 
R' total= 77 .4% 
Notes 
!1_ = 11 27 listwise. 
Inter-= Interpersonal domain of identity 
Ideo- = Ideological domain of identity. 
Factor 2 
.11 
.02 
04 
.90 
84 
.32 
.26 
01 
21.5% 
ACH =Achieved, MOR =Moratorium, FOR= Forclosed, DIF = Diffused. 
Factor 3 Factor 4 
10 .16 
29 -.10 
-.08 -.03 
.00 -.04 
-02 10 
-.79 .35 
.79 28 
-.02 .95 
13.7% 12.7% 
When a three-factor solution was requested in the procedure, a three factor 
solution matching the findings of previous studies was produced (Table 84) ; however, 
the loadings of the ideological moratori um scale were not clearly delineated, having 
loadings that were essentially evenly divided among the three factors . In addition, the 
variance accounted for was markedly reduced by the limitation of a three-factor solution 
(from 77.3% to 64 .6%). Given that , using a sample of college students, the modified 
EOMEIS performed similarly to the original EOMEIS on factor analyses, it appears that 
the high school sample of thi s study may have been reacting to the ideological 
moratorium items in a different manner than the college students. 
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Table 84 
Factor Analyses of Modified EOMEIS for Utah High School Sample by Interpersonal and 
Ideological Identity Domains (Number of Factors Constrained to Three) 
lnter-DIF 
lnter-MOR 
ldeo-DIF 
Inter-FOR 
Ideo-FOR 
ldeo-ACH 
lnter-ACH 
ldeo-MOR 
R' 
R' total ~ 64.6% 
n ~ 1127, listwise 
inter-= Interpersonal domain of identity 
ldeor- ~ Ideological domain of identity 
Factor 1 
.79 
.76 
.76 
-.12 
.28 
-.15 
.15 
45 
29.5% 
ACH = ,;chieved, MOR =Moratorium, FOR= Forclosed, DIF =Diffused . 
Facto r 2 
-.00 
.11 
.04 
.89 
.81 
19 
.06 
.41 
21.4% 
Factor 3 
.14 
.10 
-.20 
.08 
.20 
88 
.55 
-.43 
13.7% 
Support for the validity of these differences in factor structures between college and 
high school students was provided by repeating the factor analyses of the high school 
sample with each grade level (grades 10-12) . Scores of the grade 10 and 11 
respondents produced factor solutions very similar to the four-factor solution of the full 
high school sample discussed above. On the other hand, the factor solution for the 
grade 12 students produced a three-factor solution quite similar to the college students, 
who themselves were mostly first- and second-year undergraduates (Table 85). 
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Table 85 
Factor Analysis of Modified EOMEIS by Interpersonal and Ideological Identity Domains 
for College Sample (Number of Factors Constra ined by Eigenvalues ~ 1). 
Factor 1 
lnter-DIF .82 
ldeo-DIF .78 
lnter-MOR .76 
Inter-FOR -.06 
Ideo-FOR .26 
ldeo-ACH -.14 
lnter-ACH .12 
ldeo-MOR .42 
R' 30.3% 
R2 total;:: 65.4% 
!J. = 379 , listwise 
Inter-;::; Interpersonal domain of identity 
Ideo- = Ideological domain of identity 
Factor 2 
04 
09 
.06 
89 
84 
23 
.00 
.35 
20.6% 
ACH =Achieved, MOR =Moratorium, FOR = Forclosed, DIF =Diffused . 
Factor 3 
09 
-.16 
.01 
.01 
13 
.86 
60 
-.49 
14.4% 
The on ly major difference between the college and grade 12 high school facto r 
solutions was a negative loading by the ideological moratorium sub scale on the factor 
containing the ideological and interpersonal achievement subscales rather than a 
positive loading on the mixture of diffused and moratorium subscales, as typically 
reported by previous stud ies. Thus, given that the ideological moratorium scale also 
loads on the expected first factor (see Table 85) , and that grade 12 high students might 
be expected to react more similarly to college students on moratorium items dealing 
with occupation, education, and philosophical lifestyle than grade 10 and 11 students, it 
seemed reasonable to conclude that the findings comparing college and high school 
students on fa ctor analyses supported adequate construct validity of the modified 
EOMEIS . 
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Discriminant and Convergent Validity of Modified EOMEIS 
Identity subscales and interpersonal and ideological domains that were 
theoretically related would be expected to demonstrate positive correlations, thus 
providing evidence for convergent validity. In contrast, identity subscales and domains 
that were not theoretically related would be expected to produce zero or negative 
correlations, and therefore provide evidence for construct validi ty. Tables 86 and 87 
allow comparisons of two relationships between identity scales: first, by study (the Utah 
sample for this study and a like-grade Arizona sample of high school students, but using 
the modified and original versions of the EOMEIS, respectively), and, second, by gender 
(females above the diagonal, males below). Comparisons across pairs of like identity 
level subscales and related domains show expected convergences (e.g., achievement 
subscales for interpersonal and ideological domains are positively correlated). 
Table 86 
Utah Sample: Discriminant and Convergent Validity of Modified EOMEIS 
lntercorrelations By Identity Domains Females Above Diagonal Males Below 
Ideological Interpersonal 
ACH MOR FOR DIF ACH MOR FOR DIF 
Ideological 
ACH -.46"' -.29''' .24''' .18'' ' -.12'' - 09' 15'' 
MOR -.16''' 29''' .26''' .08 .29''' 18''' .16''' 
FOR -.23''' 27"'' .16''' 05 .39''' 51''' -.02 
DIF 31'' ' 28''' .25''' .12'' 20''' .12'' .56''' 
Interpersonal 
ACH .35''' .24''' -.02 .13'' 02 -.00 -03 
MOR .15''' 38' '' 36''' .34''' .13'' .40''' -.06 
FOR .10' .18''' .44''' 30' ' ' 06 .46''' .08 ' 
DIF .31''' .13''' 00 59'' ' .12'' .11'' -.06 
Note. !1_ = 546 females, 572 males, listwise 
ACH =Achieved, MOR =Moratorium, FOR= Forclosed, OIF =Diffused 
' Q < .05; "Q < .01 ; ... Q ' .001 
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Table B7 
Arizona Sample: Discriminant and Convergent Validity of Modified EOMEIS 
lntercorrelations By Identity Domains · Females Above Diagonal Males Below 
Ideological Interpersonal 
ACH MOR FOR OIF ACH MOR FOR OIF 
Ideological 
ACH -.18··· -.30 ... o8· .47 ... 03 -.14 ... .12 .. 
MOR -.o9· 29 ... -.01 . 05 39 ... .23 ... 00 
FOR .19 ... 14 ... .06 -.00 15 ... .47" .. .04 
OIF -.14 ... .41 . .. .21··· -06 .21 ... .05 69 ... 
Interpersonal 
ACH 47" .. . 16 ... .o9· o8· 19 ... -.o9· -.00 
MOR .20 ... 38 ... 20 ... .18 ... . 22 ... .31 ... .11 .. 
FOR -00 33 ... .52 ... .28 ... 04 .33 ... -02 
DIF 20 ... 12 ... 18 ... 70 ... . o9· 13 ... .24 ... 
Note. n; 688 females, 733 males, listwise 
ACH = Achieved, MOR =Moratorium, FOR::: Forclosed, DIF =Diffused 
"Q ~ .05; ""Q s: .01 ; ··• Q s: .001 
Appropriate scale discriminance was also demonstrated in the identity subscale/ 
domain variables. For example, the correlations of achievement with moratorium and 
diffusion scales were generally negative or zero. With respect to gender, examination of 
correlations above and below the diagonals of Tables 86 and B7 showed that the male 
and female students from both samples had similar relationships between variables, 
results that were similar to reports of studies reviewed by Adams, Bennion, and Huh 
(1987). 
As with the factor analyses, not all theoretically expected relalionships were 
realized in these tests of convergent and discriminant validity On the other hand, the 
g=nor::l patterr: of correlatior:s appeared tc swppcrt the wse of tha 40-itcm modified 
EOMEIS in place of the original 64-item EOMEIS. 
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Appendix C 
Validity of School-Related Measures of BAlMs 
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The following justification for the vali dity of the BAlMs, and estimates of reliability 
and va lidity wi l l begin with th e school-related items. 
School-Related Attitudes Behaviors and Intentions 
Listed in Table C1 are the school-related items that were entered inlo the 
exploratory factoring procedures, wherein possible factors were constrained only by the 
criteria that factor eigenvalues be greater than or equal to unity. Table C2 shows the 
results of the factor solution for the full group of school-related items. 
Table C1 
Items Included in Exploratorv Factor Analysis of School-Related Items. 
Item 
Number 
1. 
2 
3 
4 
5 . 
6. 
7. 
8 
9. 
10. 
11 . 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21 . 
22. 
23 
Item 
My natural academic abilities are above average. 
I'm usua lly satisfied with the grades I get. 
I plan to work harder in school this semester. 
I will quit school if I can . 
School is not worth my time. 
I participate in many school-sponsored activities. 
I work carefully on most homework assignments. 
I am absent less than most other students 
I seem to get in trouble wi th teachers a lot. 
I intend to miss no classes, except for legitimate reasons. 
High grades are important for getting a good job or for going on to college. 
If I do too well in school my friends probably wouldn't like it 
I get a lot of positive recognition when I get good grades. 
Overall, Roy High is a very good school. 
I have most of the control over whether or not I do well in a class. 
I am involved in school ath letics . 
I have won one or more service, athletic, or academic awards. 
I often miss homework assignments. 
I try to encourage my best friend to do well in school 
I sluffed a lot last semester. 
I have gotten in trouble with th e law more than most. 
My average grade for LAST semester was about a __ . 
For grades this semester, I intend to get an averag e of about a(n) 
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Table C2 
Factor Analyses of School-Related Items. 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 
Item Pos. Aca Aca. Achieve Neg Aca Attend Extracurr 
03 70 .06 -.19 18 .03 
13 61 03 -.01 .07 09 
11 .58 .07 -.23 .11 .04 
07 52 .45 -.02 32 02 
15 .51 .35 -.13 -.13 .01 
19 49 .22 -.13 05 21 
14 36 .04 -.34 27 34 
02 -02 76 .03 .11 .10 
22 .09 .74 -.23 21 .15 
01 .21 66 -.00 .10 .26 
23 .34 59 -.28 .11 .13 
09 -.10 -.24 .72 -.12 .05 
21 .02 -.15 70 -.14 -.08 
04 -.34 09 .64 ·.24 . 04 
12 · .21 .01 56 24 . 02 
05 -.45 03 .55 · .21 ·. 12 
18 -.19 -.41 42 -.22 .20 
08 .11 21 -.05 71 12 
10 .33 .08 -.07 .69 .03 
20 -.01 -.24 .40 -.66 -.08 
16 .03 .02 .05 09 81 
06 22 16 -.15 15 .74 
17 07 .32 .00 -.06 .64 
R' 27.5% 91 % 6.6% 5.6% 5.2% 
R1 total = 54 .0% 
Note. n = 1097, listwise 
Pas. Aca .= Positive Academic Attitudes 
Aca. Achieve= Academic Achievement 
Neg Aca= Negative Academic Attitudes 
Attend. = School Attendance 
Extracurr. =Extra Curricular Activities 
ACH =Achieved, MOR =Moratorium, FOR= Forclosed, DIF = Diffused 
Five easily interpretable factors (Table C2) emerged in the exploratory procedure , 
and each of these five factors contained items logically related to behaviors (three 
factors: named academic achievement, extracurricu lar activi ties , and school 
attendance), attitudes (two factors: named positive academic attitudes and negative 
academic attitudes), or intentions (four individual items which were a part of four of the 
five other academic sca les; see Table C3). 
Table C3 
Factor Ana lyses of Four Intention Items 
03 I plan to work harder in school this semester 
04 I will quit school if I can 
23 For grades this semester, I intend to get an average of about a(n) _ . 
10 I intend to miss no classes, except for legitimate reasons. 
Note. R' = 49.4 
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Factor Loadings 
76 
-.72 
.71 
61 
The Cronbach alphas for the five scales constructed by a summation of factor items 
ranged from .66 to .74 (median .70) and are presented in Table C4. The items within 
the five factors seemed logically consistent with the exception of five items. First , item 
number 14 ("Overall, Roy High is a very good school") loaded on several factors , and 
slightly reduced the estimate of reliability for the Positive Academics Attitudes scale 
(Cronbach's alpha dropping from .73 to .70). Therefore, item 14 was not included in any 
scale. 
Table C4 
Cronbach's Alphas for Behavior Attitude and Intention Measures (BAlMs) 
Variable Cronbach Alpha 
Academic Attitudes 
Positive Academic Attitudes 70 
Negative Academic Attitudes .74 
Behaviors 
Academic Achievement 
Extra Curricular Activities 
School Attendance 
Intentions 
Academic Intentions 
Substance Use Avoidance 
.74 
66 
69 
61 
Note. Measure was not a scale appropriate for calculating a Cronbach alpha 
Number of Items 
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Four other troublesome items were also part of the 23 academic items (items 3, 
4, 10 23; Table C5) that were originally written with the expectation to construct 
conceptually unique scales to assess behaviors, attitudes, and intentions . However, as 
discussed in the review of literature, studies have indicated that there may be underlying 
Table C5 
Items Included in School-Related Scales by Behavior or Attitude Scale 
Item 
Number 
Positive Academic Attitudes 
Attitudes 
11 . High grades are important for getting a good job or for going on to college 
7. I work carefully on most homework assignments. 
3 I plan to wo rk harder in school this semester. 
19. I try td encourage my best friend to do well in school 
15 I have most of the control over whether or not I do well in a class 
13 I get a lot of positive recognition when I get good grades 
Negative Academic Attitudes 
4. I will quit school if I can. 
18 I often miss homework assignments 
21 I have gotten in trouble with the law more than most 
12 If I do too well in school my friends probably wouldn't like it 
9. I seem to get in trouble with teachers a lot 
5 School is not worth my time. 
Behaviors 
Academic Achievement 
2 I'm usually satisfied with the grades I get. 
1 My natural academic abilities are above average. 
22 My average grade for LAST semester was about a __ . 
23 For grades this semester, I intend to get an average of about a(n) _ 
Extracurricular Activities 
16 I am involved in school athletics 
6 I participate in many school-sponsored activities. 
17. I have won one or more service, athletic, or academic awards since being in. 
School Attendance 
10. I intend to miss no classes, except fo r legitimate reasons 
8 I am absent less than most other students. 
20 I sluffed a lot last semester. 
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concepts that link behaviors, attitudes, and intentions , with the degree of correlation 
between the three concepts argued to vary strongly by the specific methods of 
assessment (Ajzen, 1991; Carperter & Fleishman, 1987; Liska, 1975). Thus, it was not 
surprising that the factor analysis did not produce a unique factor for the four items 
originally targeted to measure intentions. 
As Table C6 shows, and in concert with the factor analysis, each of the four 
intention items were relati vely strongly and appropriately correlated with one or more of 
the five original summed scales (in this case, resummed without including the any 
intention items). 
When forming a summed scale of the four school-related intention items, a 
Cronbach 's alpha was a relati vely low .61 . Nonetheless, the unity of the four 
intentionality items was supported by a fa ctor analyses that produced a single factor 
having a eigenvalue greater than 1 (Table C6). Also, removing the intentionality items 
from the original four scales they were a part of tended to reduce estimates of alpha 
reliability (.70 to .64; .74 to .68; .74 to .71; .66 to .67; and .69 to .59). In sum, previous 
Table C6 
Correlations Between Intention Items and Other School-Related Scales 
Item 3 ltern 4 
plan to work Quit if 
harder I can 
Positive Academic 52 -.33 
Academic Achievement 19 -.11 
Extracurricular .25 -.19 
School Attend 27 -.34 
Negative Academic -.36 .59 
Note. Scaies summed Without intention variables mcluded: 
!l = 1134, listwise 
all correlations statistically significant at Q < .00. 
Pes Aca :;:: Positive Academic Attitudes 
Aca Achieve ;; Academic Achievement 
Extracurr = Extra Curricular Activities 
Attend = School Attendance 
Neg Aca = Negative Academic Attitudes 
Item 10 
intend to 
miss no class 
.41 
23 
22 
51 
-.29 
Item 23 
intend to 
get . 
.46 
.53 
.35 
.34 
-.44 
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research and the present factor analyses provide support for the notion that though 
behaviors, attitudes, and intentions may have distinct meanings in language use, a 
precise separation of these three related concepts in questionnaires may be difficult or 
infeasible. Thus , in the interest of conceptual completedness, the decision was made to 
examine friendship similarities with the four-item intentionality scale treated as a 
separate measure, and with the intention items also retained as a part of the five scales 
originally identified as measures of behaviors and attitudes. 
As an additional indicator of the validity of the BAlMs, Table C? generally shows 
differences between males and females (as individuals, not best-friends pairs) that are 
statistically significant and appropriate in direction. Females were more positive than 
males in academic attitudes and extra curricular activities and weaker than males in 
substance use. 
Table C7 
Gender Differences: Friendship Strength Behaviors Attitudes and Intentions 
Females Males 
Variable name M .§.Q M .§.Q 
Friendship Strength S.OO .70 4.66 70 
Academic Attitudes 
Positive Aca. Attitudes S.16 6S 4.85 77 
Negative Aca. Attitudes 1.61 .72 2.06 90 
Behaviors 
Academic Achievement 4.77 .80 4.6S 89 
Extra Curricular 3.83 1.24 4.02 1.30 
School Attendance 4.43 1.30 4.43 1.31 
Mutual Substance Use 106 .77 1.21 .89 
Intentions 
Academic Intention 21 .07 2.90 20.34 3.09 
Substance Use Avoidance 161 .64 1.50 70 
Note. D. = 542 females, 562 males listwise 
12 ~ .05 
Q~ .01 
... Q 5. .001 
.63''' 
44'" 
-.56'" 
14" 
-.15' 
.00 
-.18" 
24' 
.1s·· 
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Behavioral Involvement: Mutual Substance Use 
Mutual substance use was assessed by combining the scores on six items (Table 
CB) , after appropriate recodings as also displayed in Table CB. 
With respect to substance use scale item-intercorrelations, there was a correlation 
between respondents' reported self-use and the perceptions of a friend's use of alcohol 
and cigarettes of .60 and .64, respectively (Q < .001) . In addition, there was a 
correlation of .64 (Q < .001) between respondents' use of alcohol and use of cigarettes . 
Together, these correlations (and related Cronbach's alpha of .85) indicate that this 
scale of mutual substance use had substantia l internal reliability: respondents were 
consistent in their reports of self-use across alcohol and cigarettes, and re spondents' 
reports of self-use were also strongly related to perceptions of a best friend 's substance 
use. In a sense, the reliability estimate for this measure of mutual substance use was 
also an initial indicator of friends ' similarity, assuming that respondents' perceptions 
about friends' substance use are accurate . 
Table CB 
Items and Syntax Used and Construction of the Scale of Mutual Substance Use 
Item No. Item 
1. 
4. 
7. 
8. 
11 . 
14. 
Have you ever tried alcohol? (dichotomous, yes/no) 
How often do you use alcohol now? (five-point sca le) 
Does your best friend use alcohol now? (four-point scale) 
Have you ever tried cigarettes (tobacco)? (dichotomous, yes/no) 
How many cigarettes have you smoked in the last week? (five-point scale) 
Does your best friend smoke cigarettes now? (four-point scale) 
SPSS for Windows 6.1 Syntax: 
IF (SYSMIS(item4 )=1 AND item1 = 1)item4=0. 
lF (SYSM!S(itarr.11):=~ AND :teme = 1)ltem~ 1=0. 
RECODE item? item14 (4=1) (3=2) (2=3) (1=4). 
COMPUTE USE=4·MEAN.1 (item4 , item?, item11, item14). 
Note. SPSS- Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (1993) 
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Substance Use Avoidance 
Items for the measure of substance use avoidance (Table C9) differed according to 
reported previous experience (Items 5 and 12) or non-experience (Items 6 and 13) with 
cigarettes and alcohol (see filter wording of Friendship Survey booklet). Irrespective of 
previous experience, if a respondent indicated the intentions to never use either 
substance in the future, a score of three was assigned for (positive) intention of 
substance use avoidance. If use of either cigarettes or alcohol was intended in the 
future, then a score of two was assigned. If there was no intention to avoid the use of 
either substance then a score of one was assigned. 
Table C9 
Items Used in Construction of the Scale of Substance Use Avoidance Intentions 
Item No. Item 
5 Which of the following best describes you and alcohol? 
I drink now, and I have no plans to change 
I drink now, but I plan to quit within the next year 
c. Though I have before, I don't drink right now, and my goal is to never start (try it) again 
d. Though I don't drink now, I've drunk before, and I'm likely to try it again 
For t110se who have never tried alcohol, which statement below best describes you and alcohol? 
a If I get the chance, I would give it a try 
b. Although I've never tried alcohol, I might try it sometime. 
c. I've never tried alcohol, and I have no intentions to ever try it 
12 Which of the following best describes you and cigarettes? 
I smoke now, and I have no plans to change 
I smoke now, but I plan to quit within the next year. 
c. Though I've smoked before, I don't right now, and my goal is to never start (try it) again 
d. Though I don't smoke now, I've smoked before, and I'm likely to try it again 
13 For those who have never tried cigarettes, which statement below best describes you and 
cigarettes? 
If I get the chance, I would give smoking a try 
Although I've never tried cigarettes, I might try it sometime. 
c I've never tried cigarettes, and I have no intentions to ever try it 
129 
Appendix D 
Friendship Survey Staff Information 
130 
Friendship Survey Staff Information 
(This top pages contains th e basics, other pages are additional information) 
Many of you said you would like to have some information about what would be appropriate to share 
with the students, particularly with regard to the ideas about "identity status" and the specific research 
hypotheses that Randy and I presented last spring. I hope the summary below will be of help. Other 
useful information also appears below and on the "Administration Instructions," a copy of which is 
attached (the survey administration instructions will also be reviewed for you the week before the 
survey is given). 
1. What is the study about? The student handout (a copy is on the back of this sheet) presents 
the general goals of the study 
2. What is this about another survey next fall? You could explain that the most interesting 
information about friendships is probably going to come out of possible changes over the next 
year. As they mature and make personal changes, by next fall they may have a different best 
friend and/or have changes in their views of their best friend. We also want the graduating 
seniors to participate next fall ; we will contact those who are interested. 
3. What about results of the study? Following the second phase of the study, results will be 
provided to all those who participated. 
4. What should be said about "Identity Status"? Actua lly, nothing , but for your info: 
Reviewing what we said in staff meeting last spring , part of our interest is in the formation of an 
adolescent's "ego identity:" Per the brief description given in one of the meetings, an adolescent's 
identity is a description of "who they are" and "what they stand for ." One's identity or self-definition 
is in terms of one's interests, goals, and commitments about various aspects of life (e.g., academics, 
future career, lifestyle, dating, and, of course , friendship) . While the measure of identity status is 
certainly not intended to be a clandestine measure, specific discussions of the identity status 
terminology (e.g., "achieved," "foreclosed ," "moratorium," and "diffused") may unnecessarily influence 
students' responses to the survey items. 
5. What should be said about the research hypotheses for this study? 
As the student handout explains, we are interested, in a positive way, about th e importance of their 
friendships. However, it wou ld probably be unproductive, if not downright confusing, to specifica lly 
point out our hypotheses directed toward assessments of friendship "reciproca l influence" and 
"differential selection." 
6. Just how confidential is this study? 
While this is an RHS-USU cooperative study, individual student responses will not be available to any 
district or school personnel or parents . The phrase "separated and secured" in student handout 
refers to the need to keep a list of code numbers and names to match this year's surveys with the 
same students' surveys next year; however, this list wi ll be held separate from raw data by a 
confidential third party. 
Administration Instructions 
Friendship: a Personal Opinion Survey 
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FIRST: Were you given enough surveys? If not, send someone to the counseling office for more. 
If you have extras, return them when you deliver the completed surveys. 
Consistency in the administration of this survey across classes would be very helpful. Please adjust 
the following suggestions if appropriate. Tear this page off if you want. 
1. Please try and set a thoughtful, sincere tone for the response to the survey. You might begin 
with the following. 
~ "As you know, this period of time has been provided for you to respond to a survey of 
your opinions and beliefs about a wide range of topics , with a focus on frfe.hdship in 
general, and your best friend in particular. We and the research team at USU recognize 
the importance of your friendships--and that is what this survey is all about. Please 
respond honestly and thoughtfully so that your opinions can make a difference." 
~ "You may end your participation at any time, with no consequences to you . Just turn in 
your survey unfinished along with the others. If you would, we would appreciate it if ~ou 
wrote on the back page why you decided to not participate." 
2. Emphasize confidentiality, please choose a volunteer to pick up the completed surveys, place 
them in the same envelope th ey came from, and deliver the surveys to the counseling office 
(please pick someone you know your students trust and will get the surveys safely to the 
counseling office): 
~ " Before we start, we need a volunteer to be in charge of collecting your completed 
surveys, sealing them in the collection envelope, and delivering them to the counseling 
office." 
3. If you have seniors: Give each senior a blank USU envelope and have them address the 
envelope to a person who will know where they are in one year. Please collect these separately 
before the survey starts , and place them back in the large collection envelope. 
~ "Seniors, the USU researchers would like to contact you so that you can also be offered 
a chance to participate in the second phase of the study next year. Please address the 
blank envelope to a person (probably a parent) who will know where you are a year from 
now." 
4. As you personally hand out the surveys· 
~ "Please read the survey to the first instructions inside, then wait." 
~ Confidentiality is important, both with the USU researchers and with each other--please 
do not share your responses during the survey." 
5. All survey instructions should be se lf-explanatory; however, please help with the friend 
identification section on the first page inside the cover. It is a critical one for the success of the 
project. 
~ "Read along with me on the first inside page where it says, 'Of your same-sex friends .. .'" 
Th en continue with them, possibly offering these comments: 
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,.. " Yes, this study is only about same-sex friends ." 
,.. " If at all possible , name a friend at Roy High . The researchers will not be able to have 
friends from other schools participate in the study." 
,.. "You don 't think you have any friends right now? That's Ok-You may be new to the area; 
go ahead and answer the questions that make sense--your responses are still very 
important, especially since it 's likely you have a friend to identify at the next survey time." 
,.. "Difficult to 'rank' your friends? Then imagine you have to choose just one (same-sex) 
friend to spend the next ten years with on a very small deserted island." 
" Is a best friend absent today? That 's Ok, but see if you can get them to come in to fill 
out a survey at lunch or after school on Thursday in the lTC." 
6 From this point on, th e students may proceed on th eir own. Say: 
,.. " Please do not hurry, yet work your way through the survey qu ickly. Mark the responses 
for the first thoughts that occur to you , your first impressions. Avoid second-guessing 
yourself." 
,.. " You may now begin and proceed to the end on your own. Please read all directions 
between sections (and come up to me if you have questions)" 
7. Again, to give students greater assurances of confidentiality, please do not circulate among them 
while they are responding to the suNey. If possible, have stud ents hold suNeys until the student 
volun teer is fin ished and can do the collection. 
8. End of suNey re minders: 
,.. "Please double check to see if you missed any pages or individual answers" 
,.. " Any additional comments or suggestions for the last page?" 
9. Direct stud ents to give the completed suNeys to the student volunteer for placement into the 
collection envelope, foll owed by an "official" sealing with the sticker provided. Again, if you had 
any seniors, place their addressed envelopes in with the suNeys in the large collection envelope. 
Have the stud ent volunteer deliver th e collection enve lope to the counseling office. 
,.. "Thank you for your help on this project! " 
" Don 't forget to tell an absent friend about the survey 'make-up' Thursday at lunch and 
after school." 
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Appendix E 
The Friendship Survey Announcement 
a friend is someone who is always around when you need them and you alwap could tall\ to 
them. 
Kim , grade to 
You have things in common. You just lil<e to hang out with them. 
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Joshua, grade II 
Real friends arc those who, when you ha\·c m<~dc a food of yourself, don•t thin I\ }Ou'vc done a 
permanent job. 
Anon)'mous 
+ What does a friendship mean to you? 
+ What's really most important about a friend? 
+ What are friends good for, anyway? 
We hope you will help us answer these kinds of questions. 
Considering the value of friends, surprisingly little is known. 
Participation in this project would involve the completion of a survey during school hours 
on Tuesday, October 18th and next fall (graduating seniors too) 
We will ask you for information and opinions about yourself and a best friend . We want to 
know about your ideas on what makes a good friend and the kinds of activities you and your 
best friend participate in . 
Some questions will deal with more sensitive topics like cigarette and alcohol use; 
therefore, we want to assure you that your survey responses will be held in strictest 
confidence. Names will be needed to match you and your best friend 's responses; 
however, all names will be replaced by codes, then separated and secured. Only the USU 
researchers will have access to the data. If it seems that we are making a "big deal" about 
this , we are. We know it is important for you to have the confidence that answers will be 
completely private 
Of course, you may end your participation at any time. No pressures of any kind will be 
applied if you decide to withdraw, even if during the survey. 
We hope you will see our study worthy of your personal energy·- and be a part of a major 
study that can make a difference in how teen friendships are viewed. 
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Appendix F 
Internal Review Board Information 
Utah State 
UNIVERSITY 
VICE PRESIDENT FOR ~£SEARCH OFHCE 
log.11n. UUh~l22-1-4SO 
Telephooc: (W1) 797-1180 
FAX: (8011797-1367 
INTERNET: lpgerity6ch.lmp.uw~ul 
DATE: 
TITLE: 
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: 
November 3, 1994 
Adolescent Friendship Pairs and Ego Identity Status: 
A Longitudinal Study of Similarities, Differential 
Selection, and Reciprocal Influence 
Randall M. Jones - PI 
James F. Akers- Student Researcher 
FROM: True Rubal ~ 
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Our institutional committee reviewed and approved this proposal on July 22, 1994 contingent 
upon a request of a letter from Weber School District. This letter has been received and you 
·may consider this your official approval letter. This approval covers the original protocol and 
having received the letter from Weber on Nov. 3, 1994. 
A study status report (continuing review) will be due in one year. 
PI= !ceep 'the committee advised of any changes, adverse reactions or termination of the 
study. 
St::atealolt oC tbe PI to the 1RB foe Proposed 
Research Involving Hum..an Subjects 
I 
Propos:al'rttk Adolescent frjendshlp Pairs and fgn Identity Sht!!s" A I ong'!!!d'nal Study of 
SimJhritJes Qjfferentjal Selectjon and Reciprocal lnflpence 
PriAdpal~ Randall M Jgnes Dcpt.__fH.Q._UMC~Ext.__lS.SJ__ 
: StDckDt ~ _ _,.l,_.a"'me"'s--'F'-'-'A"k'"er::.:;s~----- Dept. __fH.Q._ m.rc ~En. __.3.S.3L_ 
A. Huma.ll 111bjCW w£11 putldpak lil dds research aad be asked Lo d.o tbc loll~ Be snood t o a self-report 
nqestioonaf rp coorerofng identiy dpyplnnment · frfenshfn strengths nroblem hehayjnrs 
attitudes •nd intentions. 
R. The pottDtlal bcsldits to be p.1a.cd Croca. the proposed ruc;arch an:: Contrj bt!tfons to the know) edge f!b Ot!t 
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rehtionsbins between friendship dmjhrities nurtrral influences and frjendsbip selection 
The above facj wj]] also he related to attiirrdes intentions end behaviors 
C. The rlsk(s) to the rights aod wdlan: ol homao subJects lo.vol\'Cd are: There are no known risks beyond issues 
of confidentiality. 
0. The lollowt.og aafquanb/IQC:UUC'd to lllldpte/m1.ol.m.U.c the ldcatUied rlsb will be tak:t:u.: See (F) below. 
£.. The Wormed coascat proc:cda.res roc subjcd.s wW be as follows: (E:xpW.rs proocdures to be lolleftd ud attach a.o cn.mptc 
oltbelD!onnedcoa.sectlo.strumeuQ Parents wfll recefve ·an Informed Consent Form by mail . A 
parent (or guardian) my deny participation by phone or mail. 
F. 'IhcroUO'IIrlq:measurcsn:CanlJ.P.CCOQfidca.tlallC:ol•obJcd::lwWbetalcm: Assignment of. random ID codes; No 
individual data ever released; One researcher will have access . to names: verbal and wrftte 
assuranr:es Wlil be g1ven to parbpants; quesbonna1res collected/sea led by student voiunt 
G. Otbcr. (J!.lnroaroplnloaao,ocmlAlmal,rtskCosubjec:t:sc:lfsts.pk.asea:pWnlnthlssed:iou) No questionnaire 
items present physical or psychological threats; subjects may terminate participation at 
any time. with no i!Jlllicit or explicit pressures exerted. 
• A ltodt:at I'C::5a.1'C:be: should aame tili/Jl.u adfls« 0(' cha1rmaa u tbe priac:lpal bnutig::dor. Both are mplred to 1\gu tb.l.s 
r~ .... 
Rt:tura to; Sydney Peterson. UMC 9600 
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RoY High School 
and 
Utah State UniversitY 
are Proud to announce a joint Project we call the 
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The Friendship Survey will help us understand the role that best friends play 
in the academic and social development of high school students. 
All students at Roy High are being invited to complete the 
Friendship Survey on October 19, 1994, during an assembly 
period. Participation is voluntary and all are assured of 
confidentiality. 
The Friendship Survey will be looking at similarities and differences among 
best friends related to their interests, attitudes, and activities. The survey will 
be repeated next year to see how friendship patterns change over ti me. If 
you are interested, a copy of the survey wi ll be available in the Roy High 
School counseling office. 
We wou ld like to thank Weber County School District and the staff at Roy 
High for their approval and enthusiastic support of this project. 
Regards, 
James F. Akers, 
Utah State University 
Your best friend is the 
person who brings out 
the best in you. Always 
associate with the best 
Henry Ford 
Jan Parrish, 
Roy H. S. Princ:i!Jai 
A friend is one 
before whom 
I may think aloud. 
Anon. 
Real friends are those who, 
when you have made a fool of 
yourself, don'! think you've 
done a permanent job. 
Anon 
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Post Hoc Analyses for Discussion (Chapter V) 
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Table H1 
Similarity of Individuals by Identity Subscale and Grade 
10th Grade 11 th Grade 12th Grade 
Variable M ~ M ~ M ~ 
Identity Subscales 
ACH 42.56 7.47 42.66 7.38 42.90 7.72 
MOR 37.04a 7.41 36.08b 8.19 34.59ab 8.14 
FOR 32.43ab 8.41 30.90a 8.23 29.76b 8.58 
D1F 28.64a 8.58 27.56 8.48 26.91a 8.68 
Identity Domains 
Interpersonal 
ACH 4 .48a 76 4.56 .70 4.61a .75 
MOR 3.27a 99 3.14b 1.01 2.89ab 1.08 
FOR 3 .34a 1.06 3.21 1.03 3.12a 1. 10 
D1F 2 .90 .95 2.82 .94 2.76 91 
Ideological 
ACH 4.10 1.01 4.07 1.05 4.07 1.06 
MOR 3 .99 .88 3.92 95 3.84 .95 
FOR 3.18ab .89 3.01b 86 2.88a .88 
01F 2 .84a 1.02 2.71 1.01 2.64a 1.03 
Identity Content Areas 
Dating 
ACH 4.06a 1.13 4.24 .97 4.26a 1.08 
MOR 3 .24a 1.11 3.12b 1.20 2.83ab 1.22 
FOR 3.52a 1.25 3.34 1.24 3.28a 1.29 
0 1F 3.34 1.19 3.18 1.16 3.15 1.19 
Education 
ACH 4.07 1.22 4.00 1.31 4.04 1.33 
MOR 4.15a 1.20 408 1.1 6 3.92a 1.19 
FOR 4.13a 1.19 402b 1.20 3.79ab 1.24 
DIF 2.50 1.33 2.51 1.35 2.42 1.35 
Friendship 
ACH 4.91 82 4.88 84 4.97 .80 
MOR 3 31a 1.29 3. 15 1.27 2.95a 1.35 
FOR 3.16 1.20 3.08 1.20 2.96 1.25 
DIF 2.46 1.25 2.47 1.21 2.36 1.1 5 
Lifestyle 
ACH 4.32 1.00 4 32 .97 4.26 1.12 
MOR 3.97 89 3.87 97 3.85 .97 
FOR 3.28a 1.09 3. 12 1.12 3.08a 1.20 
DIF 3.53a 1.15 3.36 1.19 3.26a 1.22 
Occupation 
ACH 3.91 1.40 3.90 1.52 3.91 1.48 
tvi OR 3.65 i.3~ 3.01 i.40 3.75 1.46 
FOR 2.12ab 1.21 1.89b 1.09 1.77a 1.01 
DIF 2.49a 1.39 2.26 1.30 2.25a 1.32 
Note. n = 400 grade 10, 329 grade 11 , 377 grade 12 
Values with like superscripts are statistically significantly different at a minimum Q = .05. 
·e :;; .as. ··e. :;; .o1 . · --g '!: .oa1. 
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Table H2 
Individuals' Changes in Friendship Strength and BAlMs by Grade Level 
10th Grade 11th Grade 12th Grade 
Variable M lli2 M lli2 M lli2 
Friendship Strength 4.82 .71 4.80 73 4.85 74 
Academic Attitudes 
Positive Aca. Attitude 5.07 72 4 .95 70 4.97 .77 
Negative Aca Attitude 1.82 84 1.87 .76 1.83 .93 
Behaviors 
Academic Achievement 4.78a .88 4 .61a .84 4.71 82 
Extra Curricular 3.88 1.26 3.85 1.27 4.03 1.31 
School Attendance 4.77ab 1.17 4.27b 1.31 4.23a 1.36 
Mutual Substance Use 1.07 .82 1.17 .80 1.16 88 
Intentions 
Academic Intentions 21.11ab 3.05 20.42b 2.84 20.51a 3.11 
Substance Use Avoid 1.55 .69 1.56 67 1.56 67 
Note. n = 400 grade 10, 329 grade 11, 377 grade 12. 
Values with like superscripts are statistically significantly different at a minimum Q = .05. 
"12 " .05 
•·g " .01 
···g s: .001 
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Table H3 
Gender Differences (Measured as Raw Scores) in Identity Status Levels 
Females Males 
-------
Variable M SD M SD £2 
Identity Subscales 
ACH 42 .98 7 .74 42.44 7.32 .07 
MOR 35 09 8.10 36.88 7.76 -.2o·· 
FOR 30.41 8.33 31.63 8.57 -.14" 
DIF 25 .65 8.38 29.67 8.34 -As··· 
Identity Domains 
Interpersonal 
ACH 4.62 .76 4.49 .72 .18"" 
MOR 2.98 1.04 3.22 1.02 -.23""" 
FOR 3.25 1.09 3.20 1.04 .05 
DIF 2.66 .90 2.98 .94 -.35··· 
Ideological 
ACH 4.08 1.10 4.08 .97 .00 
MOR 3.86 98 3.97 .88 -.12 
FOR 2.90 84 3.14 91 -.27""" 
DIF 2.50 .99 2.96 1.00 -.46""" 
Identity Content Areas 
Dating 
ACH 4.22 1.10 4.15 1.04 .07 
MOR 2.87 1.20 3.25 1.16 -.32""" 
FOR 3.44 1.32 3.32 1.20 .10 
DIF 3.07 1.24 3.38 1.11 -.26""" 
Education 
ACH 4.06 1.33 4.02 1.23 .03 
MOR 3.99 1.23 4.10 1.15 -. 09 
FOR 3.94 1.26 4.01 1.18 -.06 
DIF 2.21 1.28 2.72 1.36 -.39""" 
Friendship 
ACH 5.02 79 4.83 .83 .23""" 
MOR 3.10 1.33 3.19 1.30 -.07 
FOR 3.06 1.21 3.07 1.22 -.01 
DIF 2.25 1.10 2.60 1.26 -.3o··· 
Lifestyle 
ACH 4.29 1.10 4.31 97 -.02 
MOR 3.87 .98 3.91 91 -.04 
FOR 3.05 1.10 3.26 1.17 -. 19"" 
DIF 3.20 1.17 3.57 1.19 -.3 1""" 
Occupation 
ACH 3.90 1.55 3.91 1.37 -.0 1 
MOR 3.72 1.53 3.88 135 -11 
FOR 1.70 .96 2.15 1.20 -.42""" 
DIF 2.10 1.29 2.58 1.35 -.36"" 
~ t\CH ~ :::lChie·:crr.:::!r.!, M0P. = :nc~at-::: :h . .:m, FOR - fc~ec!:Js~re , D!F ,.. dlffu::.:!d 
n = 542 Females, 562 Males, listwise. 
ES: Negative sign indicates a greater mean for males 
Q s. .05 
.. Q s. .01 
••• Q < .001 
Appendix I 
Corre lations 
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Identity Subscales 
ACH =Achievement 
MO R = Moratorium 
FOR = Foreclosure 
DIF =Diffused 
Identity Domains 
Definition of Abbreviations 
INTERA = Interpersonal Achievement 
INTERM = Interpersonal Moratorium 
INTERF = Interpersonal Foreclosure 
INTERD = Interpersonal Diffused 
IDEOA = Ideological Achievement 
IDEOM = Ideological Moratorium 
IDE OF= Ideological Foreclosure 
IOEOO = Ideological Diffused 
Identity Content Areas 
DATA= Dating Achievement 
DA TM = Dating Moratorium 
OATF = Dating Foreclosure 
DA TD = Dating Diffused 
EDUA = Education Achievement 
EOUM = Education Moratorium 
EDUF =Education Foreclosure 
EOUD = Education Diffused 
FRNA = Friendship Achievement 
FRNM =Friendship Moratorium 
FRNF =Friendship Foreclosure 
FRND =Friendship Diffused 
UFA =Lifestyle Achievement 
LIFM = Lifestyle Moratorium 
UFF =Lifestyle Foreclosure 
UFO = Lifestyle Diffused 
OCCA = Occupation Achievement 
OCCM = Occupation Moratorium 
OCCF =Occupation Foreclosure 
OCCO = Occupation Diffused 
STRNGTH =Friendship Strength 
Academic Attitudes 
AC 1 POSI = Positive Academic Attitudes 
ACSNEGA = Negative Academic Attitudes 
Behaviors 
AC2GRDS =Academic Achievement 
AC3PART =Extra Curricular 
AC4ATTE = School Attendance 
Mutual Substance Use 
DRUGS= Mutual Substance Use 
liiier.tiuns 
ACAINT =Academic Intentions 
DRGINT = Substance Use Avoidance 
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